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Ir Is NOW currently reported that the long threatened 
actions by the Overend & Gurney shareholders against 
their directors will be commenced next Term. It is 
rather more than thirteen months since the House of 
Lords definitively affirmed the shareholders’ liability to 
the creditors, confirming the wholesome principle that 
duped shareholders are or are not liable to their com- 
pany's creditors according as they take action to repudiate 
their shares, before or after the commencement of a 
winding-up. The Overend & Gurney shareholders failed, 
asagainst the creditors, because the winding-up anti- 
cipated their proceedings. There was no laches imputable 
to the shareholders in not having acted sooner, they did 
not become aware of the deception until the crash came, 
quickly followed by the winding-up, and they could 
hardly have discovered it earlier. They were bound, 
however, because the winding-up found them in the 
position of shareholders who had not yet initiated any 
repudiatory proceedings. As between them and the 
company merely both Vice-Chancellor Malins and the 
Law Lords were plainly of opinion that a case for relief 
had been made out.* There is this difference between an 
application to the Court of Chancery to rectify a share- 
register on the ground of fraud and an action against a 
director for deceit—that in the former case it is not | 
necessary to fix the decipients with a scienter; no action 
for deceit is maintainable against a company, but in 
order to disentitle the company to enforce a contract in- 
duced by the misrepresentation of its agents, it isenough 
to show that the contract was the reasonable consequence 
of the misrepresentation; while in order to establish a | 
claim for damages against the actual decipients you | 








were uttering, or at any rate were, considering their 
official character, in a position to know it. This dis- 
tinction, however, seems of but little moment in 
be Overend & Gurney case. What were the facts 
then ? 

In 1865 the private firm of Overend, Gurney, & Com- 
pany had existed from the end of the last century. It 
was well known that its partners had made enormous 
profits, and the very name of the firm was associated with 
theidea of immense gain, perfect prudence, and entire 
safety. In 1865 the old partnership was turned into a 
joint-stock company, with a capital of five millions in 
100,000 £50 shares, half a-million being paid for the 
goodwill of the business. But the outsiders who were 
attracted by the prospectus did not know, nor did the 
prospectus inform them, that from 1860 to 1865, the 
business had been losing at the rate of half a million a- 
year, and that the firm was in fact insolvent to the ex- 
tent of some three millions, to meet which the new com- 
pany had nothing more than the guarantee of the old 
partners (whose estates the Vice-Chancellor considered 





* Excepting of course as to those shareholders who, like Mr. 
Peek, had bought their shares in the market, and came within 
the rule in Duranty’s case, 7 W. R. 70. 





to be wholly inadequate for the purpose, besides that one 
million of their assets was incapable of prompt realisa- 
tion, because it was locked up in the Norwich Bank), 
and the magic name of the old partnership. Probably 
the promoters thought that with new capital and new 
tactics the concern would pull through, and but for the 
panic of 1866 very probably it might have done so,—but 
would that new capital have been forthcoming if the 
whole truth had been told ? 

“T entertain no doubt,” said Lord Chelmsford, “ that 
the directors were honestly and sincerely of opinion that 
if they could procure additional capital, and could carry 
on some of the business of Overend, Gurney, & Co. on a 
healthier system, the company would succeed; but as the 
experiment was to be made with other people’s money ag 
well as with their own, I think they were bound to fur- 
nish to others the information they possessed themselves, 
and to enable them to form a competent judgment as to 
the prudence of embarking in the concern.” 

“For the honour of the great mercantile community 
of the city of London,” said Lord Cranworth, “I wish 
I could have believed that the prospectus was honestly 
and fairly framed. ButI cannot. I must believe that 
the truth was intentionally concealed, and hopes held 
out which those who framed the prospectus must have 
known would deceive those who trusted to it.” 

The decision of the House of Lords upon a question 
of fact is not an authority binding a jury afterwards 
deliberating upon the same question, but it will of course 
be received as of great weight, and the facts in this case 
are too significant. 

The number of actions against directors for deceits 
is much smaller than it might be, but considering the 
number, still considerable, which have been tried at 
Westminster and on circuit, it is surprising that we 
have so very little common law authority upon the sub- 
ject. No rule, for instance, has been laid down as to the 
measure of damages in such cases. 

The Court of Chancery has jurisdiction to decree a 
personal remedy against directors upon bill filed, as in 
Henderson v. Lacon, 16 W. R. 328, for instance, but in 

Ogilvie vy. Currie, 16 W. R. 769, Lord Cairns raled that 
where a duped shareholder has by his own laches lost 
his right to be struck off the register, the Court of 
Equity will not give him a personal remedy against the 
directors. We are not aware that the same question 
has been decided upon at common law, but if the share- 
holder still has a remedy at law against the directors, 
the measure of damages will in such a case be a 
dubious consideration. The question, however, will not 
arise in the Overend § Gurney case, because the 


must show that they knew the falsehood of what they | fact that the shareholders have not escaped their lia- 


bility to the creditors is not imputable to their own 
laches, 

We have not heard whether or no the plaintiffs in the 
intended actions include some of those contributories 
who bought their shares in the market, but ifso, we 
would recommend all such transferees of shares to take 
a long look at Duranty’s case, 7 W. R. 70, before they 
embark any more money in litigation, for, unless the 
common law judges take a very different view of the 
law of deceit to that adopted there by Vice-Chancellor 
Kindersley, their money will be merely thrown away. . 
In Duranty’s case the shareholder was a transferee, not 
an original allottee; he came, with acase of misrepre- 
sentation, asking to be sruck off. The Vice-Chancellor 
refused, on the ground that the case of misrepresentation 
was made out, not against the transferor with-whom he 
entered into the contract of purchase, but against a third 
party, the company. It is possible that some association 
similar to the defence association of last year has been, 
or may be, set on foot. If so, let us hope that there will 
be no imitation of the tactics of the old defence associa- 

tion, which seemed directed to the mere end of raising 

the wind by persuading all shareholders, irrespective of 

the nature of their cases, to subscribe to the association 

under the notion of benefitting themselves, 
48 
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THE POSITION of a member of Parliament has great 
charms for the legal profession. But the preliminary 
period of candidature must have its pains. The candi- 
date is liable to have not only his political, but also 
his professional career criticised by his enemies. And, 
what is far worse, he is liable to have it praised by his 
friends. Serjeant Barry, M.P. for Dungarvon, who ‘is 
now in the thick of an election contest, has, if the papers 
speak truth, just been the victim of a terrible attack 
of this latter kind. The Rev. Dr. Hally, a Roman 
Catholic priest, and a warm supporter of Serjeant 
Barry, is reported to have said that the statement that 
the Serjeant had prosecuted the Fenian prisoners was “a 
hellish lie,” that he had no doubt appeared for the pro- 
secution, but had done so, and done so by the advice of 
the speaker, to prevent the prosecution falling to the 
lot of “an Orange barrister,” and in order that he him- 
self might be more “the advocate than the prosecutor.” 

We have no doubt that the rev. gentleman spoke under 
an hallucination, and slandered his friend horribly. We 
are quite sure that Serjeant Barry in the prosecution 
in question did his duty uprightly and honestly. And 
we do not fora moment suppose that he ever inten- 
tionally led Dr. Hally to suppose that he would do or 
had done otherwise. But the statement is a most un- 
fortunate one for Serjeant Barry. He must either con- 
tradict the story at the risk of offending a powerful 
ally, and perhaps endangering his election, or he must 
submit in silence to a grievous imputation upon his 
honour, hoping that it is too gross for anyone to believe 
it, but possibly all the time profitting by it. We 
sincerely pity the learned gentleman. The old proverb 
is sometimes reversed. ‘The kisses of a friend’ are 
sometimes worse than the wounds of an enemy. 





A VARIETY has been introduced into the course of 
the revisions of voters lists. Hitherto all the revising 
barristers had agreed in excluding the names of women 
from the list whenever they were objected to. But on 
Wednesday last, Mr. Chisholm Anstey, in revising the 
lists for Finsbury, took a contrary view, and admitted the 
women. Ourown view upon the question has been fully 
stated, and we do not propose now to discuss it again. 
But it is both strange and unfortunate that upon such 
a question the Legislature should have left room for even 
the possibility of doubt as to the meaning of the lan- 
guage which it has used. 





WE REFERRED, in a recent number, to the late con- 
troversy between the cabmen and the railway companies, 
and to the claim put forward by thecabmen to treat the 
yard of a railway as a public stand, and to make it and 
the cabs plying from it subject to police supervision, and 
bring them within reach of the Hackney Carriage Acts. 
We pointed out that railway stations are private property, 
and that the police have no right to turn them into cab- 
stands, or in any way interfere with the companies’ right 
of property,and that,therefore,a cabman cannot,under the 
Hackney Carriage Acts, be compelled to take a fare from a 
station. The matter was formally brought before Mr. Cooke 
atthe Clerkenwell Police-station on Thursday. Summonses 
were taken out against a cabmau upon two charges, first, 
for having refused to take a fare from the Great 
Northern station; and secondly, for having, while in the 
station, misconducted himself as a driver, both summonses 
being under the Hackney Carriage Act. Mr. Cooke held, 
as might have been anticipated, that the station being 
private property, and not a cab-stand, the defendant was 
not bound to take a fare from it, and therefore the first 
charge must be dismissed. As to the second, he held, for 
the same reason, that whether any offence had been com- 
aitted or not, none had been committed under the Hack- 
ney Carriage Acts, and therefore this charge was also 
dismissed. It was stated that the case was to be taken to 
a higher court, 





——=: 
PRINCIPAL AND AGENT.—No. III. 
RIGHTS AND LIABILITIES AT ComMON Law, 
Actions for Torts. 

A principal can in no case sue for what is merely ay 
injury to his servant. 

This rule may appear at first sight incorrect, since ql] 
our readers must be aware that actions are co 
brought by masters when their servants have been jp. 
jured, and, what is the same thing in principle, by 
parents in the case of injury to children. But the rule, 
nevertheless, is strictly correct. When a master bri 
an action for what is popularly called an “ injury to hig 
servant’ he in reality sues not for the injury to his ser. 
vant, but for the injury to himself resulting from the 
injury to his servant. “If any servant is beat the master 
does not have an action for the battery unless the 
battery is so great that by reason thereof he 
loses the service of his servant ; but the servant him. 
self for every small battery shall have an action; and 
the reason of the difference is that the master has not any 
damage by the beating of his servant, but by reason of 
(the loss of service), so that the original act is not the 
cause of action, but the consequent upon it—viz., the 
loss of his service ; for be the battery greater or less, if 
the master does not lose the service he does not have an 
action ” (Mary's case, 9 Coke, 113a), This old statement 
of the rule gives it with great accuracy, and applies not 
only to assault, trespasses, and so forth, but to all kinds 
of actions by masters or other principals for injuries to 
their servants or other agents. 

It may perhaps be thought a matter rather of technical 
nicety than of practical importance whether a master be 
said to sue for an injury to his servant, or for an injury to 
himself resulting from the injury to his servant; but in 
this, as in many other cases, nice distinctions of expres- 
sion point to distinctions of practical importance. 

From the rule under consideration it results, in the 
first place, that a master cannot sue for any injury to his 
servant, however great, unless he can show that the 
injury has deprived him of his servant’s service, and 
it hence follows that when he can sue the measure of 
damages is the injury to the master from the loss of ser- 
vice, which may be utterly different from the damage to 
the servant from the injury. It, secondly, results that a 
master can sue for injury to himself from loss of service 
where there is no injury to the servant. Thus, when a 
servant has been enticed away from his service or induced 
to break his contract of service by a person who knew 
of the service, his master can sue the person enticing the 
servant away (Blake v. Lanyon, 6T. R. 221, and Lumley 
v. Gye, 1 W. R. 432, 2 E. & B. 216). 

Two kinds of actions which may perhaps appear to 
some extent inconsistent with the main rule laid down 
deserve consideration. 

The first is the action by a parent for injury to his 
child. There is nothing, however, here which is really 
anomalous, A parent sues in the character of a master, 
and not as a parent; and the ground of the action is loss of 
service (Manley Smith Master and Servant, p. 96), 
and a parent cannot recover damages for his wounded 
feelings (Flemington v. Smithers, 2 C, & P. 292). It is 
true that where the child resides with the parent service 
is presumed on very slight evidence (Diwon v. Bell, 5 
M. & S. 198), and, in fact, will apparently be presumed in 
the absence of any evidence rebutting the presumption 
(Evans v. Walton, 14 W. R. 1062, L. R. 2 C. P. 619), 
Still service is essential, and therefore it has been held 
that a parent canuot bring an action for an injury 
done to a child not more than two and a half years 
old (Hall v, Hollander, 4 B. & C. 660). 

The second kind of action is that for seduction. This 
action, too, depends, in theory, upon the relationship of 
master and servant. The person seduced has suffered no 
legal injury and can bring no action, and the person who 
can bring an action is the master or parent who sues, in 
theory at least, for the loss of service. Hence, it can be 
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prought by anyone who stands in the relation of master 
to the person seduced, whether he be merely the master 
Fores v. Wilson, Peake, 55), or the parent brother 
‘Howard v. Crowther, 8 M. & W. 601), or other relative 
' v. Machell, 2 T. R. 4); and it is no objection 
to the action that the person seduced is of age or even 
she is a married woman, if, in the latter case, she 
lives with her father and acts as his servant (Harper v. 
Inffkin, 3 B. & ©. 387). 

Still the action for seduction, though in theory an ac- 
tion by a master for a loss of service, is really an indirect 
means of bringing an action against a seducer for the 
seduction itself, and hence is anomalous in the follow- 
ing points: 

The seducer need not be shown to know of the ser- 
vice. 
The very slightest evidence of service is sufficient. 

A parent may claim damages for the injury to his 
feelings. 

Lastly, the action for seduction cannot be brought 
unless pregnancy or other illness has resulted so as to 
disable the person seduced from performing her accus- 
tomed duties. 

Where no illness, however, has been produced,.an 
action may be brought for enticing away the plaintiff’s 
daughter; and no evidence either that she was de- 
bauched or that a binding contract of service existed 
between her and the plaintiff is required (Zvans v. 
Walton). 

An agent can in no case bring an action for an injury 
to his principal, 

The remarks made as to actions by masters for inju- 
ries to servants or other agents apply mutatis mutandis 
to actions by servants or other agents for wrongs to their 
employers. The agent can never sue unless he can show 
some injury to himself—that is, some infraction of his 
own legal rights. 

It must, however, be borne in mind where there is a 
choice of suing, either in the name‘of the master or of 
the servant. Thus, for example, if A.’s horse is in the 
possession of B., his servant, and is taken away by C., 
either A. or B, may maintain an action of trover. 
But it must be remarked that in this case an injury is 
done to B. the servant, since he has a right of possession 
as against C., the wrongdoer; and the same principle ap- 
plies to all cases where the owner has delivered goods to 
a simple bailee, i.e, one who has not a right to ex- 
clude the owner from possession (Wilbraham v. Snow, 
2 Wms, Saund, 46c). But recovery by the one is a bar to 
an action by the other, and if the bailee brings the action 
he must account to the bailor for the money recovered 
(Nicolls v. Bastard, 2 C. M. & R. 659). There are other 
cases which afford apparent exceptions to the rule. Thus, 
& tenant may bring trespass, and it may happen that the 
same trespass gives rise to an action either by the tenant 
or the landlord, but these apparent exceptions are in 
truth illustrations of the general principle that a person 
can sue only for injuries to himself. Thus, where land 
is let to a tenant the latter can sue for any injury to his 
right of possession, but not for any act which isa mere 
injury to the reversion, é.e., to the rights of the landlord, 
whilst the landlord, on the other hand, can sue for inju- 
ties to the reversion, but cannot sue for interference 
merely with the possession (Bagter v. Taylor, 4 B.& A. 72). 
These cases, moreover, though they may appear to have 
relation to the law of principal and agent, do not in strict- 
ness belong to it, 

(Zo be continued). 





RECENT DECISIONS. 
EQUITY. 
Bequest OF FUND OPERATING AS AN APPOINTMENT, 
Wilday v. Barnett, M.R., 16 W. R. 961. 


Section 27 of the Wills Act (1 Vict. c. 26) enacts that 
® bequest of personal estate, or any bequest of personal 





property, described in a general manner, shall be con« 
strued to include any personal estate, or any personal 
estate to which such description shall extend (as the case 
may be), which the testator may have power to appoint 
in any manner he may think proper, and shall operate 
as an execution of such power, unless a contrary inten- 
tion shall appear by the will. The object of the section 
was to establish one and the same rule, with regard both 
to real and to personal estate, and to prevent the inten- 
tion of the testator from being frustrated by his using 
words which import property in the thing bequeathed, 
and not power to appoint it; it merely enables the 
Court to look at the intention of the testator, and effec- 
tuate his purpose where from ignorance or inadvertence 
he has said “ I bequeath,” instead of “I appoint.” 

Since the enactment of the Wills Act, then, a bequest 
of property over which the donor possesses a general 
power of appointment will, as a generalrule, carry it to 
the donee. The most obvious instance of this is where 
but for the application of the rule the bequest would 
have nothing to operate on. It is enough in fact if the 
testator meant to dispose of the property; if that be as- 
certained, the precise words used do not matter (Rooke 
v. Rooke, 10 W. R. 435). 

In Wilday v. Barnett the testatrix directed 
her debts to be paid by her executor out of her per- 
sonal estate. She then gave pecuniary legacies, 
which she directed were to abate in case of defi- 
ciency, and gave the residue of her property to other 
persons. She had a general power of appointment over 
a fund, but possessed little other property, so that it 
would be necessary that the pecuniary legacies should 
abate if the gift to the executors did not operate asa 
power of appointment of the fund in question. Lord 
Romilly, M.R., held that it did. There was an express 
gift in the first instance to the executor for the payment 
of debts, which in the opinion of his Lordship was “gq 
bequest of personal property described in a general 
manner,” and amounted to an execution of the power, 
What followed was a gift of pecuniary legacies, which 
was merely a further duty imposed upon the executor 
after the payment of debts, and the gift of the residue 
was a gift of what was left after payment of debts and 
legacies, and amounted to a constructive appointment of 
the fund subject to the power. Thus in Hawthorn y. 
Shedden, 8 Sm. & Giff. 293, it was decided that general 
pecuniary legacies were “bequests of personal property 
described in a general manner” within the Act, whera 
no particular fund was indicated for payment, and were 
therefore payable out of personal estate which the tes- 
tator had power to appoint generally, there being na 
assets of which he was possessed sufficient to pay lega- 
cies. The last is an indispensable condition to the 
statute becoming applicable in cases like the present. 
Under the old law, however, the Court refused to direct 
an inquiry as to the quantum of a testator’s personal 
estate with a view to determine whether the gift in his 
will was or was not an execution of the power. 

Hawthorn v. Shedden is approved of by Lord Sb. 
Leonards (Powers, 8th edition, p. 310). 

To enable section 27 to operate there muat be a be- 
quest of the testator’s property, or at any rate a bequest 
of personal property described in a general manner. 
Less than this will not suffice. In Hurlstone v. Ashton, 
11 Jur. N.S. 725, the donee of a general power of appoint- 
ment over a sum of Consols by will gave specific and 
pecuniary legacies, including a gift of East India Stock, 
and appointed executors, but the will contained na 
general gift or reference tothe power. Wood, V.C., held 
that section 27 did not apply to the case, and that the 
power was not executed by the will. There was no 
description of the fund over which the power extended, 
no gift of it described in a general manner, as in 
Hawthorn v. Shedden and the present case. The Vice- 
Chancellor in deciding Hurlstone v. Ashton referred to 
Hawthorn v. Shedden, as distinguishable from il. A 
comparison of the two cases with each other, will, we 
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think, serve to illustrate the principles upon which 
section 27 is to be construed and applied. 


Exceptions TO RULES. 
Bateman v. Gray, M.R., 16 W. R. 962. 

The rule we are about to touch on is thus stated by 
Mr. Hawkins in his work on the construction of wills, 
pp. 76, 77. “ Where there is atbequest of an aggregate 
fund to children as a class, and the share of each child 
is made payable on attaining a given age or marriage, the 
period of distribution is the time when the first child be- 
comes entitled to receive his share, and children coming 
into existence after that period areexcluded.” Whitbread 
v. Lord St. John, 10 Ves. 182, is, we believe, the leading 
authority for this rule—a rule which is equally applicable 
to grandchildren and other classes of kinsfolk. The reason 
of the ruleis stated by Wood, V.C., to be this,that the child 
who has attained twenty-one cannot be kept waiting for 
his share, and if you have once paid it to him you cannot 
get it back (Gillman v. Daunt, 8 K.& J. 68). We are 
not going to quarrel with a rule of such respectable 
antiquity as this, nor do we intend to defend it. Admitting 
that when you have once paid the first child his share 
you cannot get it back, it seems hard that where there 
is a distinct gift to all the children who shall attain 
twenty-one, the child is to owe his exclusion to the cir- 
cumstance that he was born twenty-one years and one 
day after his eldest brother. The saying, “every rule ha; 
an exception,” is no less true in the Court of Chancery 
than out of it; and when a rule has been established 
which in operation savours of injustice, it has been the, 
principle of courts of equity not to abrogate the rule itself, 
but to introduce exceptions to it, so that in some cases 
the amount of favour with which a rule is regarded by 
the courts may be measured by the number of exceptions 
to it which have from time to time been introduced and 
gathered on the skirts of the original rule. Bateman v. 
‘Gray is an instance of an exception to the rule which 
we have cited from Mr. Hawkins’ same work. The testator 
gave a gift in remainder to all the children of T. B. 
who should attain twenty-one years; and Lord Romilly 
held that children of T. B. born after the first member of 
the class attained twenty-one took shares, on the ground 
that the will contained a provision for the maintenance and 
education of all the children until their respective 
majorities out of the income of their presumptive shares. 
In Tredell y. Tredell, 25 Beav.485, 7 W. R. Ch. Dig. 96, 
his Lordship gave a similar decision, in consequence of 
the will containing a power of maintenance whether the 
children should or not have attained twenty-one. In 
that case his Lordship gave those members of the class 
who had attained twenty-one, the interest on their pre- 
sumptive shares. We would submit for the consideration 
of the reader whether the same course ought not to be 
pursued in all cases of this kind, whether there be a gift 
of maintenance or not. It is hard, no doubt, tokeep a 
child who has attained twenty-one waiting for his share; 
but is it not harder still that an after-born child should 
lose his share altogether? We are confident that it 
would be more in consonance with reason and justice if 
the exception were made the rule, and the ascertainment 
of the class in all these cases deferred until either by 
the death of the parent or by the law of nature the 
class cannot be increased, giving, of course, tothe mem- 
bers of the class who have attained twenty-one the in- 
terest on their presumptive shares, 


STOPPAGE IN TRANSITU WHERE CARGO DAMAGED, 
Berndtson v. Strang, L.C., 16 W. R. 1026. 

In this case timber was purchased in Sweden, shipped 
on board a vessel chartered by the purchaser, and dis- 
patched to the port of London. The bill of lading was 
made deliverable “unto order or assigns,” and the 
timber was paid for by the purchaser's acceptances at six 
mouths date. The vendor heard of the purchaser’s in- 
folvency during the voyage, and succeeded in giving 
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notice of stoppage to the master while én transitu, The 
purchaser established his right to stop in transitu 
the Court below, and Lord Cairns declined h 
counsel on that question, being of opinion that the cag 
was on all fours with Gibson v. Carruthers, 8 M.&¥, 
321, where the goods were in the custody of a third pep. 
son intermediate between the seller, who had parted with 
their possession, and the buyer, who had not yet acquired 
actual possession at the time of the buyer’s insolvency 
and the subsequent notice of stoppage. 

It appears that, where a ship is chartered to carry 
goods home by the purchaser, the question whether the 
transitus is at an end when the goods are put on board, 
or continues during the voyage, depends on whether the 
purchaser has hired the vessel so as to become the owner 
of it for the time being, or has merely entered into an 
engagement that the goods shall be carried by that vessel, 
In the former case the goods are in the purchaser’s pos. 
session, and the transitus at an end when the goods am 
safe on board, just as much as if the purchaser had sent 
his cart for them—they are in his custody and possession, 
and the right of stoppage is at end; for to the lawfal 
exercise of this right it is indispensable that the goods 
should be in medio between the seller and the buyer, 
But where the chartering a ship operates by way of 
contract that the goods shall be carried in it, the ship. 
owner is the middleman in whose custody they are, and 
the ¢ransitus continues during the voyage, and until the 
goods are “at home.” 

We refer to the present case chiefly on account of a 
question which was hardly, if at all, touched on in the court 
below, but formed one of the principal subjects of discus- 
sion before the Lord Chancellor. The question arose in 
the following way. The cargo suffered damage during 
the voyage, and on arrival in the port of London sums 
of money became receivable from the underwriters in 
respect of general and particular average. These sums 
were paid into court. The vendor, the plaintiff in 
this suit, claimed in right of his notice of stoppage not 
only the proceeds of the timber, but also the money s0 
paid into court, for particular average in respect of the 
timber. His Lordship held that the plaintiff was 
entitled in right of his notice to nothing more than the 
net proceeds of sale of the timber over which the notice 
extended. The right of stoppage in transitu is a right to 
stop the goods themselves. It isa right conferred on 
merchants, founded on the law merchant, and prevailing 
not in England only, but throughout Europe. It 
involves in England a departure from the general 
principles of the common law on the vendor’s behalf, and 
ought to be, as it is, restricted in its application to the 
proper subjects of the doctrine. 

It would be a novelty indeed if, by the exercise of his 
equitable right to stop in transitu, a merchant were to 
be permitted to acquire anything more than the actual 
goods to which his lien for the purchase-money attached 
before he parted with the possession of them. The lien 
on goods for the unpaid purchase-money subsists only 80 
long as the vendor has them in his possession, but under 
certain circumstances the vendor after he has parted with 
possession is enabled to repossess them, and so regain his 
lien before the goods reach the buyer; and this, we 
apprehend, is all that is meant by stoppage in transitu. 
But if this be so, how can the vendor be entitled by the 
exercise of this right to anything more than the 
actual goods, in whatever state they may be when 
stopped ? 





COMMON LAW. 
INDECENT LIBEL, 
Reg. v. Hicklin, Q B., 16 W. R. 801. 

The freedom of the press has been so thoroughly estab- 
lished of late years that it is difficult to find modern 
cases upon blasphemous, indecent, or seditious libels. It 
is denied by no one that the circulation of such publica 
tions is a criminal offence, but the difficulty of deciding 
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what is and what is not such a publication, is almost | subjects will naturally suggest what isimpure. Jf that 
certain to arise whenever a person is indicted for a crime | is so in the ‘ Confessiontl, it mus’ clearly be so where 
of this nature. There are many old cases on the subject, | all that is objectionable is collected together.” Butsurely 
pat they are generally more or less unsatisfactory, from | this does not necessarily follow. Assume, for a moment, 
the fact that habits of thought and modes of expression | for this is the ground the appellant took, that improper 
are constantly changing, although the law nominally re- | and mischievous questions are commonly put in the 
mains unaltered. The consequence is that rules of law | “Confessional,” it may well b2 a lesser evil to publish this 
which suited well enough the ideas of a former genera- | fact, evea with all particulars, than to allow an objec- 
¢ion are in theory binding upon their descendants, to _ tionable practice to continue to increase and become 
whom such rules may be utterly repugnant and inappli- | common in silenc2. Again, Cockburn, 0.J., says, “ the 
gable. This is, of course, the case more or less with all | book bing obscene and indictable, and there having bzen 
Jaw, which must either undergo a constant change with | by the publication of it a breach of the law, itis said 
the altered needs of the people, or must become unsuited | that such breach is excused because the purpose of the 
tothem. It is, however, especially the case with regard | publication” was good, noi bad, This was not, in fast, 
to the expression of opinions of all sorts, The tendency | the ground of defence. Tue defendant’s case was that 
of the present day is to allow the greatest possible lati- | the book was not iadictable, aad tht there had not been 
tude of thought and expression, while formerly it was | any breach of the law. The judgmeat of Blackburn, J., 
considered necessary to endeavour to restrict both when- | in the same way entirely omits all reference to the gene- 
ever they seemed to exceed what were then considered | ral principles which should govern the decision as to 
the proper limits of the discussion of religion, politics, | what is and what is not an indecent libel. 
or morals. This question as to the right of free expres- The effect of the decision is, that, no matter how 
sion of opinion has come before the Court of Queen's | indecent or immoral the teachings or practice of any sect 
Bench in Reg. v. Hicklin. The matter for the considera- ; may be, there must be no exposure of such teachings or 
.tion of the Court was, whether a number of copies of a | practice by publishing a plain and true account of them, 
ication called “The Confessional Unmasked” could | because the worse the evil, the worse, according to Rzg, v. 
be lawfully seized by justices under 20 & 21 Vict. c. 83, | Hicklin, would be the publication of it. If, therefore, 
s. 1, which empowers justices to order the seizure of | any new sect were to arise which taught and practised 
obscene books in case they shall be satisfied that they | anything which is usually considered indevent, immoral, 
are of such a character that the publication of them | and harmfal, it would be an indictable offence to publish 
would be the subject matter of an indictment at law, | a correct account of such people's doings, even although 
and that such indictment ought to be preferred. The | it might be most desirable to expose them, and although 





“Confessional Unmasked’ was a pamphlet consisting of | a true account of their tenets might be the only way of 
extracts from the works of theologians of the Church of 
Rome. It was printed in double columns, the original 
Latin on one side, and a translation on the other. There 
was a preface and also notes strongly condemning all 
the doctrines contained in these extracts. The object of | t 
the pamphlet was to expose what the writer considered 
the errors of the Church of Rome; and for this purpose 
he had collected, from well-known writers, who are autho- 
tities in the Church of Rome, passages which contained 
or advocated what were, in his opinion, the most im- 
moral doctrines and practices. One half of the pamphlet 
related to questions of casuistry; the other half to ques- 
tions of morals. The latter half was, in fact, extremely 
indecent, as relating to impure and filthy words, acts, 
and ideas, 

All the passages were correctly extracted and trans- 
lated from the originals. It was admitted that the 
appellant, in whose hands the pamphlets had been seized, 
kept and sold them solely for the purpose of promoting 
what he considered true religion, and he made no profit 
‘Dy the sale. 

‘ The broad point for decision was, therefore, whether 
it was an indictable offence to publish such a work as 


doing so effectually. This is certainly a startling result, 
and it is not satisfactory that it should have been 
arrived at without careful consideration. 


In commenting upon this decision we have said no- 
hing about the circumstances of any actual publication. 


The judgment of the Court doesnot touch on this matter, 

which was not apparently before the Court. The offence 
of the appellant was the possession of the copies of the 
pamphlet, We do not for a moment deny that the pub- 
lication of “The Confessional Unmasked” might be 
made in such a way as to be indictable, as if it were 
distributed amongst a girls’ school. But this remark 

applies to many undoubtedly lawful works—medical, 
philosophical, and historical—which might be published 
in such a manner as to come under the head of indecent 
libels, because distributed in a way that would be cer- 


tain to do harm without any corresponding good. In 


almost all cases of libel the circumstances of the publi- 
cation are most material, but this was not considered ia 


Reg. v Hicklin, Cockburn, C.J., indeed, says, “it is sold 
at the corners of all streets;” but it does not appear that 
this fact was before the Court, or that the appellant had 
so sold this pamphlet. His offence was that he had 


‘the “ Confessional Unmasked.” The Court held that it | copies of this pamphlet in his possession, and if this is 


was a criminal offence to do so, and that the justices 
were right in acting as they had done. The Court thought 
that the consequences of publishiag such a work must 
be injurious, and that in accordance with the general 
rule of law, the appellant must be considered to have 
intended that which was the necessary consequence of 
his own acts, His motive—viz., the promotion of truth 
‘and religion—was therefore no defence. 
, It is very much to be regretted that the Court gave a 
“decision on so important a case without taking time to 
‘Consider their judgment. Nothing could well be of greater 
importance than a carefully-prepared judgment upon a 
question of this nature; but the judgments of Cockburn, 
©J., and Blackburn, J., with which Lush and Mellor, 
JJ., concurred, unfortunately turn rather upon the dis- 
tinction between intent and motive in committing an 
“not, about which the law is clear, than upon the broad 
‘principle of the law of libel. These judgments bear every 
mark of want of care and reflection. Cockburn, OJ., 
Bays, “the very design of the book is to show that the 
putting of questions in the ‘Confessional’ on certain 





sufficient to authorise a seizure, it is difficult to see why 
many most useful and well known and approved works 
might not be seized on the same principle. 





County Court Act, 1867—Costs. 

Butcher v. Henderson, Q.B.,16 W. R. 855; Restall v. 
London and South Western Railway Company, Ex., 
16 W. R. 872. 

There have been a great number of decisions upon the 
County Court Act, 1867, and the effect of its provisions 
upon the right to costs has been discussed in many 
cases. We have noticed these from time to time when 
they have involved any question of consequence, but 
they are not, generally speaking, worth notice here 
amongst the recent decisions, as their importance is very 
ephemeral, and they only apply for the most part to 
actions commenced before 1868. The cases, however, of 
Butcher v. Henderson and Restall v. The London and 
South Western Railway Company involve a point of 
general interest, and as the decisions im these cases are 
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diametrically opposed to one another, it is worth while 
to consider what was the question there at issue. 

The various County Court Acts passed before the Act 
of 1867 deprive a successful plaintiff of costs in certain 
cases, Section 4 of 15 & 16 Vict. c. 54, gives the Court 
or a judge at chambers power to grant costs in certain 
eases falling within the County Court Acts. This statute 
is repealed by the Act of 1867; which takes effect after 
the Ist of January, 1868. The question in both of these 
cases was whether, when a plaintiff had a complete right 
before 1st January, 1868, to apply for and to obtain an 
order for costs under 15 & 16 Vict. c. 54, s, 4, he was de- 
prived of this right, or rather of the means of enforcing 
it, by the repeal of the statute. The Court of Exchequer 
have held that he does not lose this right, on the ground 
that as the plaintiff was entitled, as a matter of right, to 
the order before the Act came into operation, the order 
is ex debito justitia, and that the Court had jurisdiction 
to grant it. The Court of Queen’s Bench, after con- 
sidering this judgment of the Court of Exchequer, held 
that under similar circumstances a plaintiff was not en- 
titled to an order for costs, as there was no jurisdiction 
to make such an order except under the 15 & 16 Vict. c. 
54,8. 4, and as that section was repealed, the jurisdiction 
was gone. 

The Court relied upon Morgan v. Thorne (7M. & W. 
400), in which a somewhat similar point was decided, 
and where it was held that if a statute giving jurisdic- 
tion is repealed, the jurisdiction is entirely gone, although 
there might be persons who, but for the repeal, would 
have been entitled to avail themselves of such jurisdic- 
tion. 

The decision of the Court of Queen’s Bench is far the 
more satisfactory of these two cases, and is the one that 
will, we think, be followed whenever such a question 
again arises. The repeal of a statute may operate very 
harshly on an individual, but that is no reason for forcing 
upon the statute a construction that is inconsistent with 
its terms. The evil caused by such forced constructions 
is usually greater than any good that is produced in the 


particular case in which the decision is given, and it is 
for this reason that it is always desirable to keep judge- 
made law within as narrow limits as possible. 


GUARANTEE—TENANCY FROM YEAR TO YEAR—WAIVER 
OF NOTICE TO QUIT. 
Tayleur vy. Wildin, Ex., 16 W. R. 1018. 

The defendant guaranteed to the plaintiff that he 
would be responsible for the rent of a certain farm in 
the occupation of one Morgan, who was tenant to the 
plaintiff. The plaintiff subsequently gave Morgan 
notice to quit, and afterwards waived the notice, and 
allowed him to continue on the farm, and both acted as 
if no such notice had been given. After the waiver of 
the notice Morgan’s rent fell into arrear, and the plaintiff 
sued the defendant upon the guarantee. The Court of 
Exchequer held that he could not recover, as the tenancy 
in respect of which the guarantee was given had been 
determined by the notice to quit, and a new tenancy 
had been created by the waiver of that notice, and that, 
consequently, the defendant had not guaranteed the 
payment of the rent which was in arrear. 

Bramwell, B., concisely expresses the rule of law upon 
the subject. “A tenant from year to year is a tenant 
until due notice to quit is given. Upon notice being 
given the term expires at the time specified. If the 
tenancy is afterwards allowed to continue, it can only be 
by a new agreement, and for a new term.” 








REVIEW. 


The Magisterial Synopsis. A Practical Guide for Magis- 
trates, their Clerks, Attorneys, and Constables, &c. By 
Grorce C. Ox, Chief Clerk to the Lord Mayor of Lon- 
don. Author of the Magisterial Formulist (four editions), 
The Laws of Turnpike Roads (two editions), A Handy 





Book of the Game and Fishery Laws (two editions), &e,, 

&c. London: Butterworths. 1868. 

Mr. Oke’s Magisterial Synopsis has been for so man ; 
before the pabile, eid its reputation is so fully establichat 
that any elaborate criticism upon the work as a whole would 
be out of place upon the occasion of the publication of, 
new edition. The functions of magistrates out of quarter 
sessions, and of their clerks and officers, are so many and of 
so very miscellaneous a character, that there is perhaps no 
part of our whole judicial system in which the services of g 
reliable and easily accessible guide is so absolutely n 
to all those who have to take any part in the working of 
the system. To meet this need there are few men who. 
have better reason to know exactly what is necessary than 
Mr. Oke, and few men better able to supply it. And the 
success with which he has laboured to this end has bee 
amply attested by the reception which the various editions 
of his work have met with. But the nature of the subject 
with which this work deals renders Soames new editions. 
most important. Not a session of Parliament passes in 
which a multitude of new functions are not given to jus, 
tices, new offences brought within their cognisance, new 
modes of dealing with old offences prescribed; and 
these provisions are not to be found condensed into one Act 
where any magistrate might easily find them and master 
them. They are contained in isolated sections scattered 
among a multitude of Acts on all sorts of subjects, buried often. 
in the most unlikely corner of the statute book, and the sta- 
tutes of a single session fill more than a thousand goodly 
octavo pages. These remarks will be appreciated by any 
one who looks at the addenda of offences made the subject 
of summary conviction by various Acts of the late session of 
Parliament, at the end of Mr. Oke’s first volume, or at the 
corresponding addenda to the second volume. This edition 
incorporates the statute law affecting magistrates since the 
date of the last edition as well as the decisions of the Courts. 
And, whether by good luck or good guidance, the publica- 
tion has been so timed as to enable the author to bring the 
statute law down to the actual date of issue. The work in 
its present form is considerably increased in bulk; but it. 
retains its two great merits, completeness and conciseness. 








COURTS. 


COUNTY COURTS. 
EXETER. 
(Before Mr. Sergeant Perersporrr, Judge.) 
Sept. 8.—Heal v. Kerslake, 

In an action for use and occupation, if the defendant pay into 
court a sum less than the amount of rent claimed, and plaintiff 
takes this lesser amount out of court and submits to a non-suit, 
@ second action may be maintained to recover the difference 
between the sum paid in and the rent originally claimed. 

The plaintiff in an action for use and occupation, having 
proved a prima facie case and defendant having given evidence 
to prove a set off, the plaintiff was allowed to give evidence 
in reply. 

This was an action for use and occupation. The 
particulars of demand were as follows :—“ Plaintiff seeks to 
recover in this action £1 3s. 6d., being balance of £5 10s, 
quarter of a year’s rent due Lady-day, 1868, in respect of a. 
messuage, No. 14 Sidwell-street, Exeter, occupied by the 
defendant as tenant to the plaintiff, and for use and occupa- 
tion of the same.” 

Mr. Roberts appeared for the plaintiff; Mr. Toby for the: 
defendant. ’ 

It appeared that the defendant had been for some years: 
tenant to the plaintiff of the house above mentioned. The 
yearly rent was £22, and it was regularly paid down to Christ-- 
mas, 1867. When the next quarter’s rent, however, fell due, 
at Lady-day, 1868, disputes arose between plaintiff and de- 
fendant as to the cost of certain repairs which had been 
done to the house. The rent continued unpaid, 
plaintiff at last brought an action in this court in which he: 
claimed £5 10s., being the whole amount of the quarter's 
rent. In that action defendant paid the sum of £4 6s. 6d. 
into court. Plaintiff took it out of court, and then, at the 
hearing of the case, submitted to a nen-suit. He now sued 
for the remaining £1 3s. 6d. in a second action. 

Mr. Roberts opened the plaintiff's case. 

Mr. Toby objected that, under these circumstances, the: 
present action could not be maintained. 
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His Honour observed that twenty years ago it was held 
that there could not be a non-suit after a payment 
into court. For the last nineteen years, however, the 
opposite doctrine had prevailed. He ruled that the action 
was maintainable. 

The plaintiff's case then proceeded. It consisted simply 
of proof of occupation during the quarter for which the rent 
was claimed, and of payment of rent at the rate claimed 
during several years previously. 

Defendant having given evidence of a set-off, 

Mr. Roberts claimed to call evidence in reply to contra- 
dict the set-off. 

Mr. Toby objected to this course. 

His Honour held that he should allow plaintiff to call 
evidence in reply. 

The case then proceeded, and finally terminated in a 

Judgment for the defendant, 


Johnson v. Derby. 
This was a tallyman’s action of the usual class, terminat- 


ing ina 
A for the defendant. 

His Honour, at the conclusion ot his judgment, observed 
that, seeing several tallymen present, he wished to explain 
the law as to a wife’s power to bind her husband by her 
contracts. The subject had been much misunderstood. 
Now, a wife had an implied power to bind her husband by 
her contracts for necessaries, for the purchase of which she 
was his general agent; but she was only a general agent, 
and, therefore, she could only contract upon the usual terms 
and upon the usual credit. She had no power whatever to 
bind her husband by making a special contract, either to pay 
by instalments or of any other kind. He gave notice that 
he intended in future to act strictly upon this rule, and that 
wherever he found a special contract to pay by instalments 
or any other special contract had been made, he should 
non-suit the plaintiff. 


London and South-Western Bank v. Woodley and Others. 


Where B. deposited title-deeds showing only a fragmentary 
title with the L. § S. W. Bank by way of equitable mortgage, 
and subsequently deposited other title-deeds showing a more com- 
plete title to the same property with W., 

Held, that W. had priority. 


Pp was *s plaint os equity which was noes in the Honi- 
m Court, but in which it was arranged that ju ent 
should be delivered in this court. _— 

Mr. Hurtzell for the plaintiff; Mr. Toby for the defen- 
dant Woodley. 

The facts of the case were as follows:—One Beer, a 
trader of Sidmouth, applied to the manager of the London 
and South-Western Bank to open a deposit account and a 
discount account. This was agreed to if Beer would give 
the bank security for their advances. He accordingly signed 
@memorandum in the schedule to which certain documents 
were set forth, and by which he agreed to execute a certain 
mortgage. The documents named were duly deposited 
with the bank, but they showed only an incomplete and 
fragmentary title. Some time afterwards Beer applied to 
the defendant Woodley for an advance of £20. It was 
granted, and Beer deposited with Woodley as security other 
title-deeds to the property previously mortgaged to the 
bank. These latter deeds, however, showed on the face of 
them a complete title to the property. At the time of his 
advance, and of taking the deeds, Woodley was aware of the 
mortgage to the bank. Beer subsequently became bankrupt, 
Owing a sum of £385 tothe bank on bills discounted. The 
bank then filed the present plaint for foreclosure and sale. 

His Honovr, after stating the facts of the case, proceeded 
a8 follows :—Now the d deposited with the bank show 
only a fragmentary title ; those deposited with Woodley, 
on the other hand, display materials for a legal mortgage. 
The bank say that Woodley has part of their title deeds, and 
must give them up. Woodley says “‘No;” he is entitled 
to retain them. Now, it is clear that the bank by taking a 
deposit of deeds showing only a ntary title had 
enabled Beer to commit the fraud. The numerous 
cases on the subject of equitable mortgages all depend on 
‘heir own details and the peculiar facts before the Court 
in each of them. They 'y show more than that 
~ would always be given to an equitable mortgage. 

© bank having taken deeds showing no legal title, and 


Woodl the other deeds, Woodley had more 
equity than the bank. He should grant the + of the 





po but not absolutely. The bank might be entitled to- 


ve a legal mortgage and to sell, on first paying W 
the advance of £20 made by him. The costs of all parties 
must come out of the estate, after, of course, being taxed by 
the registrar. 

Order accordingly. 


LaMBeETH. 
(Before J. Pirr Taytor, Esq., Judge.) 

Lyon v. The London, Chatham, and Dover Railway Company. 
Agency—A railway company liable for the mistake of a clerk 

in telling a passenger who had taken a third class return ticket 

that he could return by a train for which he was subsequently 

sur-charged. 
_ The plaintiff, a commercial traveller, took, in the morn- 
ing, a third class ticket from the Elephant and Castle to 
Canterbury and back. On taking the ticket he asked the 
booking clerk if there was a train leaving Canterbury about 
five in the afternoon. The clerk said there was one at 
5.13. Plaintiff went to his destination, and en attempting 
to return, the station-master at Canterbury said the train 


mentioned was not third class to London, and demanded. 


and received 5s. 6d., as the extra fare for riding second 
class. There were third class carriages in the train, and 
plaintiff attempted to get into one, saying although he was 
entitled now to ride second, he preferred third. The officials, 
however, refused to allow him to get into a third class, and 
he therefore had to get into asecond. When the train 
stopped at Faversham plaintiff left the second class car- 
ine and got into a third, riding in it all the way to Lon- 
bi 


For the company it was contended that the answer of the 
clerk was simply gratuitous ; he need not have answered at 
all, but might have referred the plaintiff to the bills,the com- 
pany being only bound by them. The bills showed that the 
train was second-class from Canterbury. It was also con- 
tended that the ticket which constituted the contract was 
taken before the question was asked about the return, and 
that a written contract could not be varied viva voce. 

Mr. Pirr Taytor said no doubt it was true that the clerk 
need not have answered, but it was the interest of the com- 
pany to keep people about their premises to answer questions, 
more especially to third-class passengers, many of whom 
could not read, and not to answer them would be to diminish 
their number. The answer in this case was not a variation 
of the contract, as the ticket said nothing about when the 
plaintiff was to return, but the clerk had supplied the defi- 
ciency, and they together constituted a contract by which 
the company were bound. They had, therefore, no right to 
make the charge they had made at Canterbury, and they 
must return the money with costs. 


Newman v. Smith. 

The plaintiff, a coal dealer, claimed £10 as damages for 
the detention of his waggon. It appeared that he went to 
deliver coals ieee in Chiswell-street, Camberwell. 
The street is wide enough for vehicles at one end, but has 
only an outlet for foot passengers at the other. The plaintiff 
had driven his waggon into the street, and the defendant, a dust 
contractor, immediately placed two of his waggons across 
the wide end, chained them together, and thus effectually 
prevented plaintiff from getting his waggon out, the horse 
was got out by the footpath, but the waggon was detained 
several days. Plaintiff had served customers in the street 
about eighteen years, and was never obstructed or molested 
before. Defendant had threatened to stop the way. — : 

Mr. Pirr Tayzor said that put an end to the case in this 
court. It was a case of disputed right of way, which could 
only be dealt with by one of the superior courts; he had no 
jurisdiction except as to costs. Formerly in cases of no juris- 
diction he had no power to award costs, but by the 14th sec- 
tion of the County Court Act, 1867, he was empowered to 
strike the case out, and award the defendant his costs, which 
he did accordingly. 





REVISION COURTS. 
Finssury. 
(Before Mr. CutsHotm ANSTEY.) 


Sept. 23.—Mr. Chisholm Anstey held his second court 
at the Lords Justices’ Court, Lincoln’s-inn. 


The proceedings were commenced by the revision of the 
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ist of householders in the parish of St. Giles. On the oc- 
cupiers’ list there were several ladies. 

Mr. Talbot handed in a written objection to these claims. 

Mr. Shaen argued in support of the claims. He quoted 
several cases, amongst which was that of the Queen v. Cross- 
waithe, 17 Ir. C. L. Rep. 157, 463. This case was argued 
in the Irish Court of Queen’s Bench, and the four judges 
in that court decided in favour of women’s rights. It then 
went to the Exchequer Chamber of Ireland by appeal. and 
there the judgment of the Court of Queen’s Bench was set 
aside by three judges of the court. A minority of the 
judges overruled the judgment of the majority. 

Mr. Talbot and Mr. Bennett argued on the other side. 

The Revising Barrister reserved his decision. 

Later in the day the Revistnc Barrister gave 
judgment with respect to the claims of female rate- 
payers. He said this was a claim made by one 
-Jane Allen, under the provisions of the Reform Act 
-of 1867, to have her name inserted as a voter, as occu- 
pier of a dwelling-house, on the electoral register for 
the borough of Finsbury. On looking over the section of 
the act defining the qualifications for a voter, he found 
there were but four exceptions made. Those exceptions 
wvere—not being of full age, legally incapacitated, default in 
payment of rates, or joint occupation. It was quite clear 
that Mrs. Allen did not come within the first, third, or 
fourth of these exceptions. Did she then come under the 
second exception, of being legally incapacitated ? That was 
the point he had now to decide. It had been urged that the 
Act of 1867 must be interpreted to exclude women, because it 
does notcontain words toinclude women. He considered Lord 
Romilly’s Act applied in this case, as the word “ man” being 
used it would include women, unless expressly provided to 
the contrary. The words of Lord Coke had been relied 
upon as an argument against women being possessed of the 
franchise, but it must be remembered that those words were 
contained in an opinion only, and not in a judgment, and 
that opinion had never been sanctioned by any subsequent 
judicial decision. It had been urged that women had never 
possessed the right of franchise in this country, nor had they 
ever exercised it. Now as to their right. In the reign of 
James I. there were two cases tried in Westminster Hall 
—Coates v. Lyall, and Holt v. Lyall, in which it was 
decided that a femme sole had the right, if a frecholder, to 
vote fora Parliament man. Then as to the exercise of the 
right. In the reign of Queen Elizabeth, Lady Pakington, 
in right of property held by her, voted for the return of 
two burgesses to Parliament for the borough of Aylesbury ; 
and in the reign of Charles I. Mrs. Copley voted in right of 
-her property for the return of a burgess for Gatton. ‘Lhe 
subject of their return was brought before Parliament, and 
the return was amended by joining other persons with Mrs. 
Copley in the right of returning burgess for Gatton. If, 
then, Parliament had had any doubt about the right of Mrs. 
Copley to vote, her right would have been questioned, but 
such was not done. Both those cases might be 
found recorded in the journals of Parliament. It 
thad also been urged that no claim to vote by women had 
been made for nearly two centuries. That might beso, and 
for many reasons, but he should not allow non-user to 
interfere with the present claim if it could be otherwise 
upheld. The learned gentleman then quoted at great length 
from a number of old Acts of Parliament, showing that 
‘women were not only possessed of the right of franchise, 
but that women had actually sat and voted in Parliament 
itself. He could see nothing in the act of 1867 destroying 
the ancient rights of franchise; it created new rights, but 
preserved the old rights. He should interpret that Act in 
the spirit of Lord Romilly’s Act, and take the generic word 
“man” as used to include woman, in the absence of any 
express provision to the contrary. The learned gentleman 
concluded a most elaborate judgment, the delivery of which 
occupied nearly two hours, by declaring his intention to 
retain the name of Jane Allen on the register. 

Mr. Talbot asked for a case, which was granted. 








APPOINTMENTS. 


Mr. Witi1am Epwarp Tarrersuatt, of Sheffield, has 
a appointed a Commissioner to administer oaths in 


cery. 
Mr. Writram Prumer, of Bristol, has been appointed 
s, Commissioner to administer oaths in Chancery. 





GENERAL CORRESPONDENCE, 


County Court CommiTrats. 

Sir,—It is not to me a source of wonder that co 
court officials should endeavour to make out the exce 
of a system with which they are vitally identified, but i 
would be well for them, when they enter the lists againg 
professional men, if they were carefui to be accurate iq 
substance as well as in form. 

On personal grounds it is enough for me to say, in reply 
to your correspondent Mr. Roche, that the report of m 
speech at Nottingham was an ordinary newspaper report, 
taken in a crowded meeting, under circumstances of great 
disadvantage to the reporter as well as to the speaker ; and to 
the necessities of a daily newspaper in which it first appe 
and not my ignorance, nor indeed, to the unprofessional 
reporter’s want of average skill, can Mr. Roche’s opportunity 
for verbal criticism be attributed. I shall however show 
that Mr. Roche puts his case altogether inaccurately when 
he attempts to describe, in positive terms, the merits of the 
county court system ofcommittals. He is essentially wrong 
in his statement of law and fact, and I venture to think stil] 
farther wide of the mark in his inferences. 

Mr. Roche says that “a judge is not allowed to send a man 
to prison for being unable to pay, unless the debt has been 
contracted fraudulently or payment evaded by fraudulent 
concealment of property,” and he exclaims “ surely fraud 
ought not to go unpunished.” Mr. Roche here ignores the 
‘‘ power ” of the judge to imprison a debtor if he then has, 
or at any time since judgment was obtained had, in the opinion 
of the judge, the means to pay the debt either wholly or 
by instalments. Upon these facts moreover the decision of 
the judge is conclusive (Re Boyce, 1 W. R. 409; 22L.5.Q 
B. 393). The judge has a statutable power of re-hearing, 
and I have seen and heard judges exercise that power of 
correcting hasty and cruelly unjust decisions of their own, 
but there is no appeal open to the defendant. It is under 
this wide and arbitrary power that the wrongs complained 
of by me are perpetrated. 

In one reported sentence of my speech I am made to say 
that a man may be imprisoned until he pays. There is an 
ellipsis in this sentence, which, moreover, was the rest of an 
argument or statement. Let the sentence be read as de- 
livered, and it will then read somehow thus :—“ so that in 
effect, or practically, a working man may be imprisoned 
until he does pay.’’ Mr. Roche, writing deliberately from the 
Lambeth County Court, and expounding county court law in 
the Solicitors’ Journal, ventures to say, “that if even fraudis 
proved the power of the judge is limited to imprisonment for 
forty days.” Does Mr. Roche forget the provisions of section 
103 of the 9 & 10 Vict. c. 95, which permit a renewed 
imprisonment for a renewed default,—it may be for the 
non-payment of an instalment which has accrued due 
since the committal, or it may indeed be a new default, in 
the discretion of the judge, by non-payment of the instal- 
ment in respect of which the original committal took 
place. Your readers generally will not require to be told 
that the same section provides that no imprisonment 
under this Act shall operate to the satisfaction or ex- 
tinguishment of the debt, or that execution may also be had 
by the plaintiff against the debtor’s goods and chattels 
It appears to me, however, that there is something mor 
than a verbal inaccuracy on the part of Mr. Roche in his 
limitations of the county court judges’ power of imprison- 
ment at discretion. 

Mr. Roche und I are agreed as to the propriety of 
punishing fraud, but I hope to be forgiven for not sharing 
his confusion between imprisonment for debt and punish 
ment by imprisonment, or otherwise, for fraud. I am 
reported to have said, as I did say, in the extract from my 
speech quoted by you, that “ the man who got into debé 
recklessly was to my mind in the same category under 
moral law as one who picked a pocket or broke into 4 
house ;” and, although the common law or statute law of 
England may wisely halt on the threshold of a doctrines 
emphatically laid down by me, it should, I maintain, rum 
a long way in that direction. The absurdity as well as the 
injustice of county court committals, however, lies in the 
fact that, even in the cases put by their eulogist (viz. fraud 
and false pretences), the judge has no absolute power of im 
prisonment, and the fraudulent debtor, after being sent to 
endure his forty days in the county gaol, may avoid the pull 
ishment due to his misconduct by paying the instalment and 
costs. The warrant of commitment in this case, ome 
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ommentary says, “partaking at once of the nature of 
punishment for crime and a means of enforcing payment,” 
~a hybrid quality which sadly confounds the first prin- 
jples of jurisprudence. 

The defence and advocacy of this exceptional process of 
‘éxtorting payment of debts from the poorest of the poor for 
the benefit, as Mr. Roche describes it, of “people only a 
little less poor,” are very curious—amusement and sadness 
‘blending in their contemplation. For example, in a very 
useful little work which may be advantageously employed 
“as a substitute for “ Pollock & Nicols,” “The Solicitors’ 
Guide to Law and Practice of County Courts,” by Arthur 
|, Lister, of the Lincoln County Court,” I find it gravely 
argued that the costs on commitment are so heavy that a 
‘poor wretch having once incurred a set of them “ over the 
default in one payment, he is afraid to miss payment again.” 
Iam certainly of opinion that if pecuniary penalty can assist 
payment the county court committal costs operate in that 
way much more effectively than the heaviest discount ever 
extorted by a money lender, and in proof of this Mr. Lister 
shall support Mr. Roche. The former gentleman, in a state 
of literary and official exultation, unconsciously gives an in- 
stance of how a poor man may be assisted along the road to 
ruin by county court committal costs. “A poor man,” 
says Mr. Lister, “is sued in the county court for £5 and 1és. 
expenses, and is ordered to pay 5s. or month. He fails to 

’ pay one instalment, this gives the plaintiff the privilege of 
issuing a judgment summons, and obtaining a commitment 
-for the 5s. due. The judgment summons, hearing, and 
commitment cost 15s. 3d., so he is arrested for £1 0s, 3d. ;” 
but then I can imagine Mr. Roche will be disposed to ex- 
claim with Mr. Lister, and in the sole interest of the plain- 
tiff, that the poor man “‘is sure to pay rather than go to 
prison,” and he may also, with that gentleman, think that 
having borne the penalty once, he will not submit to it 
again if he can help it. 

County court officials who illustrate Goethe’s theory of 
experience, live in a foggy microcism or about the ugliest 
‘ideal world which frail humanity could devise, will tell 
us that these poor debtors are often committed, and nearly 
always escape punishment by payment. This is to some 
extent true, although the committals to gaol and the actual 
endurance of imprisonment are far more common than we, 
who dwell in the upper ranks of the profession, perhaps 
imagine, or the general public suppose. But where does 
the money usually come from? As a journalist of over twenty 
years experience—before I entered the law as a profession— 
having resided in three different and densely peopled pro- 
vincial districts, and having made the condition of the 
poetic a serious study, I am able to tell county court 

iliffs or b greey something more than most of them 
have cared to e note of, although the facts have lain 
nearer to their right hands than mine. The poor help the 
poor in these cases. The money is, in such emergencies, 
raised by appeals of wife and child to that sympathy among 
fellow-workers and neighbours which are rarely made there 
in vain. 

May I trespass on your space a little further, in obedience to 
the invitation of the Lambeth County Court, and prick an- 
other fallacy about this or cognate matters. Your learned 
correspondent, who is good enough to request that I will not 
draw “fancy pictures,” ad captandum vulgus, goes on to 
talk wildly about bills of sale and deeds of composition. 
It has been my duty for now several years past to examine 
weekly the lists supplied to my firm by Messrs. Perry, of 
Walbrook, and I have not there gained the information 
which Mr. Roche supplies, from the annals of the Lambeth 
County Court, about these instruments. At the risk of 
bringing down upon my head some more familiar Latin 
quotations, I am therefore inclined to think that Mr. Roche 
18 again wrong in his facts and his inferences, These very 
poor people—debtors to almost equally poor creditors—do 
not tresspass on the record of Perry, or execute bills of 
Sale, for, I apprehend, nearly obvious reasons; and they 
also do not, according to Perry, obtain immunity under 

ition, It is “the betters’? of these very 

end people, high folks, who live refined lives, who thus 
old at bay their creditors, and for whom there are prac- 
tically no terrors, either in county court committal or 
ular process, and I am afraid that the “conscience of 
Society” —that wonderfully accurate guage of right and 
wWrong—would be outraged to the last extent if a few hun- 
dreds of them were ordered to take forty days’ diet and ex- 
ercise In county gaols for having made default in payment 





of their debts, either at some present or antedecent date to 
that. of the committal. 

Having taken my pen in hand, I should have been glad 
to have said a little as to the mode in which evidence is 
customarily taken upon judgment summons in many county 
courts; and I should have been glad to have pursued the 
inquiry as to how far the county court execution against 
the goods and chattels of the poor tends to increase or di- 
minish the well-being of society ; but I will simply, in con- 
clusion, observe that I merely object to the exceptional 
treatment by statute of the poor debtor, and contend that 
all men, irrespective of their social status, ought to enjoy 
equal rights and privileges, and be placed under equal 
disadvantages by the law. 

It is not difficult to raise a silly cry to the prejudice of a 
man who tries to be just towards poor as well as rich; and 
I am prepared to be told that I indulge in clap-trap when 
I say that this system of county court committals is a proof 
of the incompetency or heartlessness of our recent legisla- 
tors; and an obnoxious, not to say scandalous proof, that 
there is one law for the rich and another for the poor, at 
least, in the simple every-day matter of debtor and creditor. 

Jostan J. MERRIMAN. 

28, Queen-street, London, Sept. 23rd, 1868. 








COURT PAPERS. 


CHANCERY VACATION. 


The Master of the Rolls will attend at the Rolls House 
on Saturday, the 3rd of October, 1868, from eleven to 
three, p.m. 





PUBLIC COMPANIES. 


ENGLISH FUNDS AND RAILWAY STOCK. 
Last Quorarron, Sept. 25, 1868. 
(From the Oficial List of the actual business transacted.) 
GOVERNMENT FUNDS. 


8 per Cent, Consols, 944 Annuities, April, ’85 

Ditto for Account, Oct. 6, 945 Do. (Red Sea T.) Aug. 1908 

38 per Cent. Reduced, 9: Ex Bills, £1000, per Ct. 20 pm 
New 3 per Cent., 933 Ditto, £500, Do 20 pm 

Do. 33 per Cent., Jan, 94 i £100 & £200, 20 pm 

Do. 24 per Cent., Jan. 794 Bank of England Stock, 4 per 
Do. 5 per Cent., Jan. ’73 Ct. (last half-year) 245 
Annuities, Jan, 80 — Ditto for Account, 


INDIAN GOVERNMENT SECURITIES, 


India Stk., 104 p Ct.Apr.’74, 215 Ind. Enf, Pr., 5pC., Jan.’72 105 
Ditto for Account Ditto, 54 per Cent., May,’79 110 
Ditto 5per Cent., July, ’80 1143 Ditto Debentures, per Cent., 
Ditto for Account, — April, 64 — 

Ditto 4 per Ceat., Oct. ’88 1033 Do. Do., 5 per Cent., Aug. ’73 1053 
Ditto, ditto, Certificates, — Do. Bonds, 5 per Ct., £1000 25 pm 
Ditto Enfaced Ppr., 4 per Cent. 914| Ditto, ditto, under £1000, 25 pm 





RAILWAY STOCK. 





Railways. Closing Price 





Bristol and Exeter 
Caledani 


Glasgow and South-Western .... 
Great Eastern Ordinary Stock . 
Do., East Anglian Stock, No. 
Great Northern 

Do., A Stock* 
Great Southern and Western of Ireland 
Great Western—Original 

Do., West Midland—Oxford 

Do., do.—Ne' rt 
Lancashire and Yorkshire 
London, Brighton, and South Co; 
Lordon, Chatham, and Dover.... eee 
London and North-Western........... 
London and South-Western 
Manchester, Sheffield, and Lincoln 
Metropolit 
Midland 

Do., Birmingham and Derby  ........0+8 
North British 
North London 

Do., 1866 
North Staffordshire 
South Devon 
South-Eastern 
Taff Vale. 





















































* A receives no dividend until 6 per cent. has been paid to B, 
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Money MARKET AND City INTELLIGENCE. 


The past week has witnessed somewhat less stagnation in the 
market for he Securities than those which preceded it. No 
very great change of prices has occurred, but the tendency 
has been favourable. ta Foreign Stock there has been an u 
ward tendency. Railway Securities have undergone little 

Nor the denmad for money fluctuated seriously. 





BIRTHS, MARRIAGES, AND DEATHS. 
BIRTHS. 
WHITAKER—On Sept. 24, at 32, Gloucester-street, S,W., the wife of 
Marmaduke W. Whitaker, Esq., 'Barrister-at-Law, of a daughter. 


MARRIAGES. 

LEE—DASHW0OOD—On Sept. 23, at Shenley, Hertfordshire, Lawford 
Yate Lee, Esq., Barrister-at-Law, of Lincoln’s-inn, to Emma Marian, 
daughter of Lieut.Col. A. W. Dashwood, of Shenley Grange. 

WILKINSON—PITMAN—On Sept. 23, at the hee church of Eaton, 
near Norwich, Robert Wilkinson, Esq., M.A., Barrister-at-Law, of 
Lincoln’ —— ‘to Barbara Bell, daughter of the late Coulson Bell 
Pitman, Esq., of Her Majesty’s 16th Lancers, and of Oulton Hall, 
in the county of Norfolk. 

DEATHS. 


HODGES—On Aug. 17, at his residence, Sea Point House, near Cape 
Town, Sir William Hodges, Knt., Chief Justice and President of 
the Legislative Council, Cape Colony, in the 60th year of his age, 

MOSTYN—On Sept. 19, at his country residence, Wilmont, county 
— Thomas Mostyn, Esq., Crown and Treasury Solicitor for Ire- 
and. 





LONDON GAZETTES. 


Friendly Societies Dissolved. 
Turspay, Sept. 22, 1868. 
Cowfold Friendly Society, Cowfold, Sussex. Sept 21. 


Creditors under 22 & 23 Viet. cay. 35. 
Last Day of Claim. 
Farpay, Sept. 18, 1868, 

Astley, Fras Nathaniel, Burgh-hall, Norfolk, Esq. Dec 11. 
Norwich. 

Barton, Benj, Melksham, Wilts, Gent. Nov 20. Gore, Melksham. 

Cattermole, Geo, Cedars-rd, Clapham-common, Historical Painter. 
Nov 10. Cates, Lincoln’ 's-inn-fields. 

Cheesment, Mary, Bisho speearapeth, , Darham, Widow. Oct 10. Ran- 
son & Son, Sunderlan: 

Collingwood, Hy, Gt College-st, Camden-town, Butch Oct 31. 
Holland, Gt Knight Rider-st, Doctors’-commons 

- John, Bolton, Lancaster, Esq. Oct 16. Broadbent, Bolton-le- 

oors. 

Davies, Danl, Waterloo-rd, Silk Mercer. Nov 2, May, Russel-sq. 

De Crespigny, Sir fe Wm Champion, Wivenhoe Hall, Essex, Bart. 
Feb 1. Domville & Co, New- 3 Lincoln’s-inn. 

Elwess, Jas, Engineer R.N. Oct 25. Lacy & Co, Norfolk-st, Strand. 

Hodges, Wm, Brenchley, Kent, Saddler. Oct 31. Cripps, Tunbridge- 


wells. 
Houghton, Joseph, Lpool, Gent. Sept 21. Masters, Lpvol. 


Jackson, Hy Windale, Devonshire-rd, Upper Hollowa ioe Clerk. Oct 
21. Jackson, Field-ct, Gray’s-inn. — " 


Kay, —, Pendleton, Lancaster. Esq. -Oct 16. Broadbent, Bolton-le- 
Oct 25. 


Dodd, 


Hansell’ 





mannan Edwd, Stratham, Cornwall, Commander R.N. 
Lacy & Co, Norfolk-st, Strand. 
ae at Southport, Lancaster, Hotel Keeper. Oct 12. 


Lpool. 
Olivant, John, Tenton, Lincoln, Farmer. Oct 31. Mee & Co, East 
Retford. 


Wilson, Mary, Orton, Westmorland, Widow. Oct 12, Richardson & 
Co, Lpool, 
TouEspaY, Sept. 22, 1868. 


Craig, Wm Sanderson, Cagliari, Consul. Oct 18. Gl & 
Crescent, America-sq. . 3 . = se 
18. Becke & 


Dunsby, Wm, Ashton, Northampton, Yeoman. Nov 
Green, Northampton. 

—— Bs Leamington, Warwick, Gent. Dec 17. Ivimey, 

Firbank, , mi Kingston-upon-Hull, Esq. Dec 1. Shackles, King- 


ston-upon-Hall. 
Hodges, John, Bath Carpenter. Dec 1. Woodland, Taunton. 


Hodgkins, Anthon -rd, Gent. 2. a 
rect, Poult i Edgware- ent. Nov Young & Co, Mil. 


=~ ben boeea Edwd, Retired Commander R.N. Oct 25. Tory & Co, Nor- 
4 John} jun, Ipswich, Suffolk, Gent. Oct 31. Welton, Wood- 
ee ee Pawson’s-rd, South Norwood, Esq. Nov 30. Hughes 
A 
Sogeee, Maria, & Yarmouth, Norfolk, Widow. Dec 31. Worship, 
t Yarmouth, 
Warmington, = cenaghh, Lee, Kent, Gent, Nov4. Thomas & Hollams, 


Beeds registered pursuant to Sankruytep Act, 1861. 
Parpay, Sept. 18, 1868, 
oe lo White, Leeds, Cloth Merchant. Ang 81. Comp. Reg 





ge men oem 


se BD 
Beerbohm, ay Renal " Catherine-ct Seething-lane, Merchant 
. Comp. Reg ’ 


, Seaham Harbour, Durham, Printer. Sept 8. Comp; 
Reg Sept 15. 


Booth, Geo Hy, Beresford-st, Walworth, Fly Proprietor. Sept 74 
Comp. Reg Sept 16. 
Bott, Thos, Lpool, Watch Manufacturer. Sept 14. Comp, Reg 


Sept 
Butler, ‘Aitred, eee Kent, Brickmaker, Bept 19, 


Comp. 
ciayposie, Chas, ¢z Geo Johnson, Balby, York, Tanners. Aug 24. Ags, 
oan tee Coventry, Grocer, Sept 10. Asst. Reg Sept 17. 
Crewe, Wm, Bristol, Designer. Aug2!. Asst. Reg Sept 15, 
Darwent, John, Moses Winterbottom, John Bridge, Thos Hadfield, & 
Fras Darwent, aa Derby, Cotton Manufacturers. Aug 2%, 
Asst. Reg Sept 15. 
Dean, Wm, jun, Longton, Stafford, Printer. Sept 15. Comp. Reg 


Sept 17. 
Dixon, gene, Gainsborough, Lincoln, Grocer. Sept 7. Asst, Reg 


Sept | 
Drury, wm, Leeds, Attorney’s Clerk. Sept2. Comp. Reg Sept 15, 
Friskney, John rt a West Hartlepool, Durham, Grocer. Aug %, 
Comp. Reg Sept! 
Giles, y tae nae "Pountney-hill, Wine Merchant. Aug 31, Asst, 


Reg Sept 
-— ales, , a Kent, Wine Merchant. Aug 31. Comp. Reg 
Comp. Reg \ ats 18, 
Se 


Godalming, Surrey, Brewer. Aug 9, 


pt 18. 
Greaves, Wm, Sheffield, Boot Dealer. Sept I. 
Hall, Thos, Penge, Chemist. Sept 15. Comp. Reg Sept 18. 
essifones. . , Victoria-rd, Clapham-common, Corn Dealer. Sept 2, 
Asst. ept 18. 
Hatton, War Manch, Comm Agent. Sept 14. Comp. Reg. on tA 
Hills, Geo, Sy lana ‘King’s- rd, Chelsea, Job Master. Sept 8, Comp, 
Sept 


Hind, fr ob Manch, Grocer. Septl. Asst. Keg Sept 14. 
Hutchinson, ‘alex, Birm, Rope Manufacturer. Sept 1. Comp, Reg 
Sept 1 
sensing Wn, Resealengoeagt, Threadneedle-st, Tobacconist, 
Asst. Reg Sept 1 
e.g Hy, Birkenhead, ane Butcher. Sept 3. Comp. Rog 


ketene 5 John Harris, Sheerness, Kent, Builder. Septl5. Comp. Reg 
cae oo Thos, Orchard-ter, Kensington, Carpenter. Aug2!. Comp, 
Larcsiey, donuts Chester, News Agent. Aug 21. Asst. Reg 
Lonsdale, Wm Hy, Bristol, General Dealer. Sept 14. Comp, Reg 
tort, Sau, Rawtenstall, Lancaster,Cotton Spinner. Aug2?2. Comp. 


Sept 17. 

Maides, ‘Richa, Midhurst, Sussex, Blacksmith. Sept 14. Comp. Reg 
pt 17. 

McLaren, John Fras, Wanstead, Essex, Iasurance Broker. Sept 4, 

Comp. Reg Sept 15. 

= panes, Rochdale, Lancaster, Shopkeeper. Aug 28. Comp. 

Murray, John, Lpool, Confectioner. Sept 3. Comp, Reg Sept 17. 

— my Ea New Bradwell, Buckingham, Shoemaker. Aug 2, 
ss 

Robiason, John, Lancaster, Builder. Sept15. Asst, Reg 

8. 


tl 
Sadler, Ebenezer Gosling, High-cross, Tottenham, Schoolmaster. 
Sept 16. Comp. Reg Sept 17. 
aanewnds By. & Chas Schooling, Eastcheap, Confectioners. Sept li, 
omp g Sept 
— ear Cleveland, Oxford-rd, Ealing, Solicitor. Sept 17. Asst. 


pt 
Hy, Birkenhead, Chester, Cabinet Maker. Sept7. Comp. Reg 


Sept 18. 
Smith, Fredk, Birm, Wire Drawer. Aug 24. Comp. bm eg 
Stoddard, Chas, Manch, Baker, Sept 15. Asst. Reg Sept 17. 
— Thos, a Stafford, Boiler Maker. Sept 10, 
mp. Keg 
a Milton- rd South, Hornsey, Grocer. Sept 11. Comp. 
‘4 
— “ee ees Clerkenwell, Dealer in Yeast. Sept4, 
mp. Re 
Watts, Alfred Bullock Baghott, Hurstpierpoint, Sussex, Medical 
Practitioner. June 10. Comp. Reg Sept 17. 
Sept 10. Comp. 


Wie tee at’ Annfield-plain, Durham, V Grocer. 
White, ,  cammeaied Camden-town, Chemist. Aug 24. Comp 
Weedneeks J > a Lpool, Chemist. Aug 26. Asst. Reg Sept 18. 
Turspay, Sept. 22, 1868. 

i De Shrewsbury, Salop, Comm Agent. Sept 1. Asst. Reg 
Barker, Geo, Chingford Hatch, Essex, Builder. Aug Sl. Asst. Reg 
Ball, Frede Thos Blockley, Birm, Grocer. Aug 25. Asst. Reg 
Batt Ge Geo, Kingsclere, Southampton, Carpenter. Aug 31, Asst. Reg: 
point John Sykes, Doncaster, York,Draper. Aug 28. Asst. Reg: 
ort, Semt Swann, Carbrook, nr Sheffield, Grocer. Aug 25. Astle 
ty Shepperton-cottages, Islington, Merchant. Sept 5. Comp 
Chifuey, Sarah Mary, Brighton, Sussex, Widow. Aug20. Comp. Reg 


Sept 
Cotterill, Geo Wm, Manch, Grocer. Aug 27. Asst. Reg Sept 2I- 
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SS 
Darby, Fredk Whitlock, Leicester-sq, Law Student. Sept 18. Comp. 
Sept 19. 
nan oh, Smethwick, Stafford, Corn Dealer. Aug 29. Asst. Reg 
Dearden, “gdwd, Bury, Lancaster, Grocer. Sept 15, Comp. Reg 
pistons, John Parnock, Stafford, Ironmonger. Septl. Asst. Reg 


mys Richd Geo, + wos ‘s-rd, Hackney-rd, Hair Dresser. Sept 4. 
Reg Sept 
ee, ar ato Walter Townsend, Baronet, Church-st, Brompton. 
Aug 22. Comp. ~~ pt 18. 
Fiyeach, Hy, Fleet-st, Draper. Sept 2. Asst. Reg Sept 22. 
Francis, John Hy, St Helen’s, Lancaster, Tailor. Sept 1. Comp. Reg 


17, 
bes ly Geo Roberts, & ae Wm Frieake, Mark-lane, Engineers. 


Friea 
Sept 11. Comp. Pg, whee 
var ade — Carshalton, urrey, out of business. Aug 26. Comp. 


Sept 
ioe sep Edwd, Highbury Barn Tavern, Highbury, Licensed 
‘@rictaaller, Sept 18. Comp. Reg Sept 22. 
Geoding, Isaiah, Ipswich, out,of businesse Sept 7. Asst. Reg Sept 21. 
Green, Godfrey, Leyton-rd, Stratford, Clotheir. Sept2. Comp. Reg 
21, 
uae, Hy, Conaeiie, Hosier. Sept 2. Asst. Reg Sept 18. 
— ee Horsforth, York, Grocer. Sept av Comp. Reg 


my on & Hy aa. Halifax, York, Merchants, Aug 25. 
Inspectorship. Reg — 
be 97) Robt, Leeds, oollen Manufacturer. Sept 18. Comp. Reg 


Sept 19 
may, Hy, St John-st-rd, Clerkenwell, Travelling Bag Manufacturer. 
Comp. Reg Se; 19. 
aa Groton, Suffolk, Farmer. Aug 26. Comp. Reg Sept 18. 
_— Smith-st, Stepney, Carpenter. Sept 12. Comp. Reg 


sep, 
aatal "Jane, Salmon’s-lane, Limehouse, Grocer. Aug 29, Asst. 
t 22. 
ee Se P Geo Shi gl 
Ang 26. Asst. 
Maund, Philip, Bristol, Gus. Sept 4. Comp. Reg Sept 21. 
Neal, Thos, South-st, Finsbury-market, Boxmaker. Sept 2i. Comp. 





mes Chipping Campden, Gloucester, Grocer. 


keg Sept 2 22. 
ips, See Jas, Jarrow, Durham, Iron Founder. Sept 12. Comp. 
Reg Sept 2 
Par, Hy Wm, Gun-lane, Limehouse, Carman. Sept 16. Comp. 
Sept 19. 
Peg, oa Wn, Dartford, Kent, Clerk. Aug 21. Comp. Reg 
it 17. 
Parteook, Hy Jas, Cornwall-rd, Hammersmith, Needle Factor. 
aa 17. Ga. Reg Sept 19. 
* pa Leicester, Boot Manufacturer. Sept 12. Asst. Reg 
pt 21 
— Moses, Ashby, Lincoln, Shopkeeper. Sept 8. Asst. Reg 


t 19, 
Richardson, Adolphus Noah, Sunderland, Durham, Jeweller. Sept 16: 
Asst. Reg Sept 22. 
5 ye Wm, Bath, Somerset, Publican. Aug 25. Comp. Reg 
Robinson, Ja John, Trimdon-grange, Durham, Grocer, Aug 27. Asst, 
eg Sep 
ee _ iy, Mile End-rd, Zinc Worker. Sept 18. Comp. Reg 


ry! nage * acti st, Pimlico, out of business. Sept 18, 
8 
Schott, G@esteves Adolphus John, & Richd Mitscherlich, Bradford, 
York, Worsted Spinners. Aug 25. Asst. Sept 19. 
times, Geo Jas, Esher, Surrey, Coach Builder. Sept 18, Asst. Reg 


22. 
Supleton, John, Plymouth, Devon, Draper. Sept 3. Comp. Reg 


t 19, 
Stokes, Geo, Bristol, Painter. Septl2. Comp. Reg Sept 21. 
a ~*- Joseph, Rochdale, Lancaster, Druggist. Aug 25. Asst. Reg 


Tap, Jue, , Bolton, Lancaster, Tin Plate Worker. Sept 2. Comp. 

leg Sept 2 

bf a Sowerby Bridge, York, Architect. Aug 31. Comp. 
t 


Ua, es Leighton Buzzard, Bedford, Butcher. Sept 8. Comp. Reg 


bys Rey Wm, Upton Hellions, Devon, Clerk. Aug 18. Comp. 
@ Sept 1 

Young, hi North Shields, Northumberland, Shipbuilder. 
Sept 5. Asst, Reg Sept 21. 


Bankrupts. 
Fripay, Sept. 18, 1868. 
To Surrender in London. 


Ackerman, Thos Provis, New-cut, Lambeth, Draper. Pet Aug 20. Oct 
{ at 12, Mason & Co, Gresham-st. 
yey Alphonse Desire, Southnmpton-row, Holborn, Comm Agent. 
RPet Tept9. Uctlat 11. Abrahams, Old Jewry. 
Bone, Wm Richd, George-st, Greenwich, Barman, Pet Sept 15. Oct 
latl. King, Queen-st, Cheapside. 
Buck, Jas, Prisoner for Debt, London. Pet Sept 14 (for pau). Broug- 
ham. Oct 1 at22. Denny, Coleman-st. 
Carter, Geo, Rochester-row, Westeninster, Cheesemonger. Pet Sept 
14, Oct Lat il, Godfrey, Basinghall 
Chaplin, Geo, Prisoner for Debt, am ha Pet out 12 (for pau). 
6 Brougham. Oct lat il. Godfrey, hall-st. 
raddock, John, Ashcroft-rd, Grove-rd, Bow, out of business. Pet 
nan Oct 2at 11. Nash & Co, Saffolk-lane. 
Thal Edwd Wm, Maidenhead, Berkshire, out of business. Pet Sept 
Sistah Oct | at 1, Edwards, Bush lane, Cannon-st. 
7 er, Fras, Oak-place, Battersea, Ironmonger. “Pet Sept 12, Sept 
at 12, Buchanan, Basinghall-st, 


Folwel!, Jas, Canterbury, Baker. Pet Sept4. Oct lat 11. Duncan 
& Murton, Southampton-st, Bloomsbury. 

Godefroy, Robt Fredk, Crawford-st, Bryanston-sq, Dyer. Pet Sept 
16. Oct 2at12. Dobie, Basinghall-st. 

Harvey, John, Prisoner for Debt, London. Pet Sept i (for pan). 
Brougham... Oct 1 at 11. Ody, Trinity-st, Southwar 

Hewitson, Thos Jacquet, Sonth-st, Marylebone, Tipe i Dresser. Pet 
Sept 14. Oct iatll. Pittman, Guildhall-chambers, Basinghall-st, 

Hitchin, Jas, Orsett, Essex, Farmer. Pet Sept 14. Oct 1 at 12. 

ag A , Old J Jewry. 

Hunt, Richd, Beresford-st, Walworth, Doctor. Pet Sept 16. Oct 2 at 
Rt Chipperfield, Trinity-st, Southwark. 

Hy Wm, Mark-lane, Wine Merchant. Pet Sept 11. Sept 29 at 
2. ” Matthews & Co, Leadenhall-st. 

Kingsland, Norton, & Robt Morris Bodger, Clifton, Bedford, Brewers. 
Pet Sept 7. Oct lati. Johnson & Co, King’s Bench-walk, Temple, 

Mills, Chas, Prisoner for Debt, London. Pet Sept 12 (for pau). 
Brougham. Sept 29 at 1. Lindus, Cheapside. 

Newton, Geo, jun, Brighton, Builder. Pet Sept 14, Sept 29 at 1. 
Runnacles, Brighton. 

Pears, Wm, Lupus-st, Pimlico, Superannuated Messenger. Pet Sept 
10. Sept 29 at ll. Godfrey, Basinghall-st. 

Pratt, Geo, Southampton, Livery Stable Keeper. Pet Sept 3. Oct 1 at 
1. Mackey, Meremngy oree 

Reeves, Hy, Beckley, Sussex, Chemist. Pet Sept 15, Oct 1 at 12 
Cooke & Co, Raymond-blidgs, Gray’s-inn. 

Sharp, Arthur Wm, Belsize-ter, Hampstead, Artist. Pet Sept 10. 
Sept 29.at1l, Edwards, Bush-lane, Cannon-st. 

Shipman, John Saml, Prisoner for Debt, London. Pet Sept 15. Oct 2 
atll. Cole, Northumberland-st. 

Simmons, Emil, Hounsditch, Woollen Warehouseman. Pet Sept 15. 
Oct 1 at 12. Murray, Gt St Helens. 

Stoddart, John Herbert Randall, Prisoner for Debt, London. Pet 
Sept 12 (for pau). Brougham. Sept 29 at 1. Barker, Gt James-st, 
Bedford-row. 

Tobais, Joseph, & Davis Tobias, Wood-st, Spitalfields, Boot Manufac- 
turers. Pet Sept2. Oct! at12. Gresham, Basinghall-st. 

Ward, Danl, Wrighton, Prisoner for Debt, London. Pet Sept 10 
(for’ pau). Brougham. Sept 29 at 12. Dobie, Basinghall-st. 

Wilson, John Chas, Lime-st, Engineer. Pet Sept 5. Murray. Oct 
latl. Wood, Crooked-lane, Cheapside. 


To Surrender in the Country. 

Arundale, Joseph, Carlton, York, Grocer. Pet Sept 17. Leeds,Oct 5 
atll. Harle, Leeds. 

Avery, Hy, Bri ghton, Gardener. Pet Sept 14. Evershed. Brighton, 
Oct 3 at 11. Sills, Brighton. 

Bedworth, David, Westbromwich, Stafford, Frniterer. Pet Sept 11. 
Watson. Oldbury, Sept 28 at 10. Jackson, Westbromwich. 

Bell, Anthory Delacombe, Rock Ferry,Comm Agent. Pet Sept 16. 
Wason. Birkenhead, Sept 30 at 10. Moore, Birkenhead. 

Brahson, Wm, Prisoner’ for Debt, Warwick, Adj Sept 10. Guest. 
Birm, Oct 9 ‘at 1 

Bramley, Thos, A Baker. Pet Sept4. Weller. Derby, Oct 2! 
atl2. Borough, Derby. 

Clark, nrg gg me ge Cay John Clark, Buildon, York, Stonemasons, 
Pet Sept 17. Leeds, Oct 5 at 11. Harle, Leeds. 

Clarke, Herbert, Burslem, Stafford, Grocer. Pet Sept 10. Warren 
Market Drayton, Sept 26 at 1. Litchfield, Newcastle-under-Lyme. 

Clifford, Jas, Manch, Beerhouse Keeper. Pet Septl4. Kay. Manch, 
Oct 6 at 9.30. Crowther & Orton, Manch, 

Collins, John, Lpool, Boot Top Maker. Pet Sept 15. Hime. Lpool, 
Sept 29 at 2.30. Williams, Lpool. 

Cooper, Anthony, Derby, Elastic Weaver. Pet Sept 4. Weller. Derby, 
Oct 21at12. Briggs, Derby. 

Crocker, John, Kingsteizhton, Devon, Innkeeper, Pet Sept 14. Pidsley. 
Newton Abbot, Sept 29 at 11, Creed, Newton Abbot. 

Cross, Thos, Northfleet, Kent, Author. Pet Sept 16. Southgate. 
Gravesend. Oct 2 at 12. Outred, Gravesend. 

Day, Ralph, Haswell, Durham, Publican. Pet £10. Gibson. New- 
castie-upon-Tyne, “Oct 8 at 12. Robinson, Sunderland. 

Doyle, Nancy, Preston, Lancaster, no business. Pet Sept 12. Myres. 
Preston, Oct 3 at 10. Edelston, Preston 

Durke, Fredk, Cardiff, out of business. Pet Sept 16. Wilde. Bristol, 
Sept 40 at Tl. Raby, Cardiff. 

Earnshaw, Benj. Heanor, Derby, Bricklayer. Pet Sept 12. Machin. 
Belper, Sept 29 at 12. Walker, Belper. 

Edwards. Wm, Gt Malvern, Worcester, Innkeeper. Pet Sept 16. 
Hill. Birm, Sept 30 at 12. Tree, Worcester. 

Farrar, Wm, Halifax, York, Clock Maker. Pet Sept 12. Rankin. 
Halifax, Oct 2 at 10. Perkinton, Halifax. 

Fenby, Hy, Prisoner for Debt, Kingston-upon-Hull. Adj Sept 9. 
Phillips. Kingston-upon-Hull, Sept 28 at 12. 

Fryers, Hy, Prisoner for Debt, Gloucester. Adj Sept 8. Anderson. 
Cirencester, Sept 25 at 11. Tombs, Cirencester. 

Gough, Hy, Melcombe Regis, Dorset, Accountant. Pet Sept II. 
Andrews. Weymouth, Oct1 at li. Howard, Weymouth. 

Gratton, Joseph, Bakewell, Derby, Watchmaker, PetSept 16. Leeds, 
Oct 7at12. Smith & Burdekin, Sheffield. 

Hoskins, Alex, Beaufort-hill, Llangattock, Brecon, Haulier. Pet Sept 
15. Shepard. Tredegar, Oct 20 at ll. Harris, Tredegar 

Hubball, John, Walsall, Stafford, Butcher. Pet Sept . 3 Walsall, 
Oct 6at12. Brevitt, Darlaston, 

Jackson, Thos, Bolton, Roller Maker. Pet Sept 14. Holden. Bolton, 
Sept 30 at 10. Edge & Dawson, Bolton. 

Jackson, Jonas, Bingley, York, out of business. Pet Sept 15. Keigh- 
ley, Sept 30 at 3. Green, Bradford. 

Jenkins, Wm, Prisoner for Debt, by Adj Aug 20. Myres. 
Preston, Oct 3 at 10. Rainford, Pres 

Bingley, Geo, Wortham, Suffolk, biackemith, Pet Septi5. Chenery. 
Eye, Sept 30 at 1. Muskett & Garrod, Diss 

ee Sydney, Aberyschan, Monmou th, General Shopkeeper. 

Sept 15. wards. Pontypool, Oct 5 at 11. —_ an ig 

Lowe, Aaron, Quorndon, Derby, Gardener, Pet Aug 26, Weller. 
Derby, Oct 21 at 12. Heath, Derby. 2 

Lythgoe, Wm Stanley, Prisoner for Debt, Lancaster. Adj Aug 20. 

Macrae. Manch, Sept 30 at 11. 
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Nicholson. 


Rees. 
Morris. 


Hime. 


Pepys. 


Lpool, 
Hill. 
Myres. 


Massey, Saml, Barrow-in-Furness, Lancaster, Insurance Agent Pet 
Seve 14, Postlethwaite. Ulverston, Oct lat 10. Relph, Barrow-in- 

rness. 

Matthews, Wm, ‘Pitminster, nr Taunton, Somerset, Butcher. Pet 
Sept 14. Exeter, Oct6at 12. Clarke. 

Moody, Wm Hy, Brighton, out of business. Pet Sept 16. ‘Evershed. 
Brighton, Oct 3 at 11. Bentley, Brighton. 

Moss, Abraham, Ancoats, Manch, ae Retailer. Pet Sept 15. Kay. 
Manch, Oct 6 at 9.30. Heald, Manch. : 

Morgan, John, Prisoner for Debt, Hereford. Adj Sept 7. Cooke. 
Newent, Sept 28 at 11. Hankins. 

Mousley, Joseph, Leicester, out of business. PetSept 15. Hill. Birm, 
Sept 29 at 11. "Belk, Nottingham. 

Norris, John, Kingston-upon-Hull, Tobacconist. Pet Sept 11. Phillips. 
Kingston-upon-Hull, Sept 28 at 11, Stead & Vollans, Hull. 

Partington, Solomon, Oldham, Lancaster,Greengrocer. Pet Sept 15, 
Tweedale, Oldham, Sept 30 at 12 Ascrott, Oldham. 

Perceval, Chas, Lpool, Paint Manufacturer. Pet Sept 15. Lpool, Sept 
29 atll. Etty, Lpool. 

Povey, Wm, Snienton, Nottingham, Framework Knitter. Pet Sept 16. 
Patchitt. Nottingham, Sept 7 at 10.30. Belk. 

Pritchard, John, Runcorn, Chester, Tailor. Pet Sept 10, 

Runcorn, Sept 29 at 11, Wood, Runcorn. 

Prust, Jas, Torquay, Devon, Florist. Pet Sept 14. Pidsley. Newton. 
Abbot, Sept 29 at 11. Hooper & Woollen, Torquay. 

Rowse, Jas, Tavistock, Devon, no occupation. Pet Sept 16. Bridgman. 
Tavistock, Sept 28 at ll. Chilcott, Tavistock. 

Slaughter, Hy, Birm, out of business. Pet Sept 16. Hill. Birm, 
Sept 30ati2. Duke, Birm. 

Starkey, John, Wolverhampton, Stafford, Licensed Retailer of Ale, 
Pet Sept 12. Brown. Wolverhampton, Sept 29 at 12. Barrow, 
Wolverhampton. F 

Stent, Geo Viner, Frome, Somerset, Carpenter. Pet Sept 16, Wilde. 
Bristol, Sept 30 at 11. Dunn, Frome, 

Stokes, Robt, Derby, Journeyman — Pet Aug 24. Weller. 
Derby, Oct 21 at 12. Briges, Derb: 

Taylor, Firth, Hipperholme, York, Fish Dealer. Pet Sept 16. Rankin, 
Halifax, Oct 2at10. Thomas, Havifax. 

Turner, Edwd, Plas-yn-Clawdd, Denbigh, Colliery Watcher. Pet 
Sept 15. Reid. Wrexham, Oct 3 at 11. Rymer, Wrexham. 

Welchman, Chas Edwd Elior, Lichfield, Surgeon. PetSept14. Hill. 
Birm, Sept 30 at 12. Barnes, Lichfield. 

Williams, David, Crinant, Glamorgan, Labourer. Pet Sept 14. 
Aberdare, Sept 29at li. Simons, Merthyr Tydfil. 

Wilks, John, Swansea, Glamorgan, Butcher. Pet Jan 3. 

Swansea, Oct 8 at 2. Smith, Swansea, 

Wilson, John, Lpool, Bootmaker. Pet Sept 14. Lpool, Sept 
29at3. Barker, Lpool, 

Tuesvay, Sept, 22, 1868. 
To Surrender in London. 

Anderson, Clement, Prisoner for Debt, London. Pet Sept 16 (for pau). 
Brougham, Oct2atl2. Drake, Basinghall-st. 

Barnes, Chas Thos, Wilson-st, Finsbury, Comm Agent. Pet Sept 
16. Oct 2at 12. Archer, Finsbury-pl. 

Blacklidge, Jchn, Noble-st, Woollen Warehouseman. Pet Sept 10. 
Oct 2 at 12. Reed, Guildnall-chambers, Basinghall-st. 

Carr, Wm Walter, Earl-st, Marylebone, Cheesemonger. Pet Sept 18. 
Roche. Oct5at1.30. Barton & Drew, Fore-st. 

Chiswell, Wm, Halton-rd, Islington, Farrier. Pet Sept 18. 

Oct5at 1. Wyatt, Gt James-st, Bedford-row. 

Church, Benj, Leighton Buzzard, Bedfordsire, Licensed Victualler. 
Pet Sept 15, Oct2at 1. Dobie, Basinghall-st. 

Debnam, Joseph, Church-passage, Gresham-st, Warehouseman. Pet 
Sept 19. Oct 2at 1. Harrison, Basinghall ste 

Faber, Philip, Bates-ter, Wandsworth-rd, Baker. Pet Sept 15. Oct 
5at12, Geaussent, New Broad -st, 

Hall, Wm Hy, Prisoner for Debt, London. Pet Sept 18 (for pau) 
Brougham. Oct 2ati2. Harrison, Basinghall-st. 

Harrison, Wm, sen, High-st, Hounsiow, Greengrocer, Pet Sept 19. 
Oct 2at1!. Ody, Lrinity-st, Southwark. 

Ison, Geo, New North-rd, Islington, Nusseryman. Pet Sept 15. Oct 
2atll. Goatley, Bow-st, Covent-garden. 

Lyster,zWm Ouseley, Cambridge-st, Edgware-rd, Clerk. Pet Sept 19. 
Oct 2 atl. Purkis & Perry, Lincolu’s-inn-fields, 

May, Alfred, Kidd-st, Woolwich, House Decorator. Pet Sept 18. Oct 
5 at}. Buchanan, ! asinghall st. 

Pike, Richd, Church- at, Shoreditch, Packing Case Maker. Pet Sept 17. 
Pepys. Oct5 at 12. Biggenden, Waibrook. 

Sale, Geo, Prisoner for Debt, Springfield. Adj Sept 17. Oct 19 atl. 

Schuize, Albert, Prisoner for Debt, London, Pet Septi5. Oct 2 at 11. 
Beard, Basinghall-st. 

Sheermur, Jas, Prisoner for Debt, London. Pet Sept 17 (for pau). 
Oct 5at 12. Denny, Coleman-st. 

—— Philip, Brighton, Sussex, Licensed Victualler. Pet Sept 

15. Oct2atll. Smith & Co, Bread-st. 

Strohshnitter, Greenfield-st, Commercial-rd East, Journeyman 
Baker. Pet Sept 15. Oct 2at ll. Dobie, Basinghall-st, 

— Hy, Nelson-st, Wandsworth-rd, out of business. Pet Sept 19. 

2at 1. Hicks, Moorgate-st, 
To Surrender in the Country. 

Abrahams, Abraham, Lpool, Furniture Dealer, Pet Sept 19. 
Oct 6 at ll. Martin, Lpool. 

Birch, John, Aston- -nigh-Birm, out of business. Pet Sept 17. 
Birm, Oct 7 at 12. Francis, Biri, 

Booth, Robt, Preston, Lancaster, Ironfounder, Adj Aug 20. 
Preston, Oct 3 at 10. Forshaw, Preston. 

Briggs, Sam!, Bradford, York, Washing Machine Dealer. Pet Sept 16. 
Leeds, Oct 5 at 11. Wilson, Bradford. 

ber ee Pe ag Purton, Wilts, Tailor. Pet Sept 18. Wilde. Bristol, 
Oct 2 at 11. Salmon, Bristol. 

Cooke, Richd, Stapenhill, Derby, Mar! et Gardener. Pet Sept 19. Hill. 

Birm, Oct Gatil. Bass & Jennings, Burton-upon-Trent. 

Dic kins, Caleb, Dallington, Northampton, Clerk. PetSept17. Dennis. 
Northampton, Oct 5 atll. White, Northampton. 

Fallowfie'd, Thos, Gt Strickland, Westmorland, Innkeeper. Pet Sept 

16. Varty. Penrith, Oct 2 at 10. Thompson, Appleby. 





Hannon, John, South Shields, Durham, Clothier. Pet Sept 18, 
South Shields, Oct 7 at 3. Duncan, South Shie‘ds. 

Harker. Richd Allanson, jun, Leadgate, Durham, Joiner. 
25. Booth, Oct 5 at 10. Salkeld, Durham. 

Haywood, John, Wymeswold, Ealecotenr, Licensed Victualler, 3 
Sept 17. Brock. Loughborough, Oct 9 at 12. Smith, Nottin, 


Hodges, Saml + Prisoner fer Debt, Devon. Adj Sept 11. Ex 


Oct 5 atl 

Jackson, Wan, Peter Jackson, & Geo Watson, Nelson, nr 
Lancaster, Cotton Manufacturers, Pet Sept 12. owen 
Oct 2 at 1]. Marsland & Addleshaw, Manch, 

Jones, Jane, Tynygongl, Anglesey, Grocer. Pet Sept 17. Dew, 
gefni, Oct 1 at 2.30. Hughes, Lianerc h d. 

McCree, Jas, Lpool, Grocer. Pet Sept 12. Lpool,Oct 2 at 11, 
son, Lpoo! 

Murray, Wm, Prisoner for Debt, Pembroke. Adj Sept 12. 
Pembroke, Oct 6 at 12. Parry, Pembroke Dock. 

Northall, Fras, Birm, Gas Fitter. Pet Sept 18. 
at 10. Maher, Birm. 

Pallant, Wm, Isleham Fen, Cambridge, Farmer. Pet Sept 15, 
wick. Soham, Oct3 at 16. Bye, Soham. 

Palmer, Wm Smale, Braunton, Devon, Farmer. Pet Sept 19, 
craft. Barnstaple, Oct 5 at 12. Bromham, Barnstaple. 

Parr, John, Sear, Leicester. Baker. Pet Sept 17, Hill. Birm, 0 
at 12. Watson & Baxter, Lutterworth. 


Guest. 


Parsons, Richd Child, Prisoner for Debt, Reading. A1j Sept 12. " 


lins, Reading. Oct 3 at 10. Smith, Reading. 
Pickering, Wm, Packington, Leicester, Dealer’ in Beer. 
— Ashby-de-la-Zouch, Oct 3 at 10. 
ouch 
Pryor, Hy Wilton,{Gt Dunmow, Essex, Tailor. 
unmow, Oct 3 at1ll. Bowker, Bishop Stortford. 
Ray, John, “Aylesbury, Buckingham, Licensed Victualler. Pet Sept! 
Watson.” Aylesbury, Oct5 at 10. Fell, Aylesbury. 
Robbins, John, Prisoner for Debt, Stafford, Adj Sept14. Hill. Bi 
Oct 7 at 12, James & Griffin, Birm 
Robinson, Geo, Halifax, York, Music Seller. Pet Sept 19. Leeds; 
5atll. Holroyde & Smith, Halifax. ‘ 
Roysten, Wm Lemin, Buckley, Flint, Chemist. Pet Sept 18. 
lint, Oct 7 at 12. Allen, Mold. 
Sayer, Seymour Saffery, Brecon, Brewer. PetSept 18. Wilde. 
Oct 5at1l. Miller, Bristol. 
Stevens, Sam], Witchford, Cambridge, Labourer. Pet Sept 16. 
Birm, Oct | ‘at ll, Cross, Ely. 
ylor, Wm, Cladswell, Worcester. Pet Sept 17. 
ct 6 at ll. Simmons. 
Tetley, Richd, Prisoner for Debt, York. Adj Sept 12. 
Adj Sept 12. 
Wakeham, Geo Steere, Plymouth, Devon, Mason. Pet Sept 18, 
East Stonehouse, Oct 7 at 11. Rodd & Son, East Stonehouse. 
Wale, John, Prisoner for Debt, Leicester. 
Leicester, Oct 12 at 10, 
Walker, Eliz, & Wm Walker, Reeth, York, Saddlers. 
Tomlin. Richmond, Oct6at1l. Robiuson, Richmond. 
Warneford, Hy, bowed Butcher. Pet Sept 15. Perkins. 
at ll. Young, York 
Whitaker, Thos, Sheffield, Table Blade Forger. 
Sheffield, Oct 7 at 1. Binney & Son, Sheffield. 
White, Hy, Winchester, Hants, Market Gardener. 
win. Winchester, Oct 13 at 11. Hoilis, Winchester. 
Wilson, Hugh, Bedlington, Northumberland, Bootmaker. 
Brumell. Morpeth, Oct ’8 at 10, Swan, Morpeth. 


Cheatle, Ashby-d 


Jones. 


at ll. 
bas ta Jas, Prisoner for Dedt, York. 


York, 
Pet Sept 17. 


Pet § 


Winter, Edwd, South Leverton, Nottingham, Machine Owner, 8 


Sept 19. 
Retford. 

Wright, Edwin, Wa'lsall, Stafford, Saddle Tree Manufacturer, 
Sept 18, Hill, Birm, Oct 7 at 12. East, Birm. 


BANKRUPTCIES ANNULLED. 
Tuespay, Sept. 22, 1868. 


Morris, Eli, Sutton Cheeney, Leicester, Clerk, Sons 2. 
Edwards, Robt, Birm, Clock Manufacturer. Sept 12 


Newton. East Retford, Oct 7 at 10. Esam, 


Harris, Wm, Christopher, Oaken Gates, Salop, Licensed Victua . 


Sept 16. 








2 EAM LIFE ASSURANCE 
37, OLD JEWRY, LONDON, E.C. 


THE SOLICITORS’ JOURNAL & REPORTER. sept. 26, 1869 
Pet i 


a 


ie 


Birm, Oot 


Pet Sep By 


Pet Sept 14. Wadi 


Aloestén 
Leeds, Oct’ 
Leeds, Oot 
‘Adj March 13. Ingrat 


Pet Sept’ 


Pet Sept 19. Go 


»SOCIE EE: 


EE are invited to introduce, on behalf of their clients, : 


posals for Loans on Freehold or Leasehold Property, ee 
Interests, or other adequate securities. 


. Proposals may be made in the first instance according to the follor 
orm :— 


Date...... 
Introduced by (state name and address of solicitor) 
Amount required £ 


Time and mode of repayment (i. ¢., whether for a term certain, @ 1 
annual or other payments) 


ProvosaL For LoAN on Moproaces. 


Security (state shortly the particulars of scat and, if land or i 
is 


ings, state the net annual income) : 
State what Life Policy (if any) is proposed to be effected with 
Gresham Office in connexion with the security. 
By — of the Board, 
ALLAN CURTIS, Actuary and Secret: 





[_AW. PARTNERSHIP.— Wanted, by a 80 ii 
4 of extensive Practice in the City, a Partner, who would 


take the entire supervision of two departments. £2,000 require 
Premium and Capital.—Address, Lex, care of Messrs. Letts, 93 
Co , 8, Royal Exchange, 











